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COMMON  PLEAS.     1534. 

Fear-£oo£  26  .Hen.  VIII.  4 


15.] 

NOTE  that  Hales,  Apprentice,  said  :  "  Common  appendant  is  of  com- 
mon right,  and  so  it  begins  at  first,  and  it  shall  not  be  appendant  ex- 
cept to  arable  land  ;  for  a  man  shall  not  have  common  appendant  to  a 
house,  nor  to  any  other  land  but  arable  land,  and  this  common  a  man 
shall  not  have  except  by  prescription.  For  a  man  cannot  make  common 
appendant,  for  it  begins  only  before  time  beyond  memory,  and  in  it  a 
man  shall  have  sufficient  common  for  his  beasts  which  manure  his  land 
to  which  it  is  appendant."  To  which  FITZ-HERBERT  [J.]  agreed,  and 
said:  "And  it  is  otherwise  with  common  appurtenant;  for  a  man  can 
make  common  appurtenant  at  this  da}*,  and  can  alienate  it,  and  sever 
it  from  the  land  to  which  it  is  appurtenant,  but  so  he  cannot  with  com-  /-ly  /  _^yfc 
mon  appendant."  And  note  that  it  was  agreed  in  the  same  case  that  if1  L_ 
a  manor  descends  to  two  parceners  or  more,  and  they  make  partition, 
so  that  each  of  them  has  part  of  the  demesne  and  part  of  the  services, 
each  of  them  has  a  manor.  Quod  nota. 

Co.  LIT.  122  a.  There  be  four  kinds_^f_common  of  pasture ;  viz., 
common  appendant,  which"  is  ofcoramon  right~(anct^tnerefor6~a  man 
need  not  prescribe  for  it),  for  beasts  commonable,  that  is,  that  serve 
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for  the  maintenance  of  the  plough,  as  horses  and  oxen  to  plough  tin- 
land,  and  for  kinc  and  sheep  to  compester  the  land,  and  is  appendant 
to  arable  land. 

The  second  is  common  appurtenant,  that  is,  for  beasts  not  common- 
able  ;  as  swine,  goats,  and  the  like.  If  a  man  purchase  part  of  the 
land  wherein  common  appendant  is  to  be  had,  the  common  shall  be  ap- 
because  it  is  of  common  right ;  but  not  so  of  a  common 
appurtenant,  or  of  any  other  common  of  what  nature  soever.  But  both 
common  appendant  and  appurtenant  shall  be  apportioned  by  alienation 
of  part  of  the  land  to  which  common  is  appendant  or  appurtenant ;  and 

r  common  appurtenant  one  must  prescribe. 

The  third  is  common  per  cause  de  vicinage,  which  differeth  from  both 
the  other  commons,  for  that  no  man  can  put  his  beasts  therein, 
but  they  must  escape  thither  of  themselves  by  reason  of  vicinity  ;  in 
which  case  one  rnay  enclose  against  the  other,  though  it  hath  been  so 
used  time  out  of  mind,  for  that  it  is  but  an  excuse  for  trespass.1 

The  last  is  common  in  gross,  which  is  so  called,  for  that  it  apper- 
taineth  to  no  land,  and  must  be  by  writing  or  prescription.  Of  com- 
mon appendant,  appurtenant,  and  in  gross,  some  be  certain,  that  is,  for 
a  certain  number  of  beasts ;  some  certain  b}'  consequent,  viz.,  for  such 
as  be  levant  and  couchant  upon  the  land  ;  and  some  be  more  uncertain. 
as  commons  sauns  nomber  in  gross,  and  yet  the  tenant  of  the  land 
must  common  or  feed  there  also.2 

There  be  also  divers  other  commons,  as  of  estovers,  of  turbaiy,  of 
pischary,  of  digging  for  coals,  minerals,  and  the  like.  If  common  ap- 
pendant be  claimed  to  a  manor,  yet  in  rei  veritate  it  is  appendant  to 
the  demesnes,  and  not  to  the  services ;  and  therefore  if  a  tenancy  es- 
cheat, the  lord  shall  not  increase  his  common  b}-  reason  of  that.  If  a 
man  claim  by  prescription  any  manner  of  common  in  another  man's 
land,  and  that  the  owner  of  the  land  shall  be  excluded  to  have  pasture, 
estovers,  or  the  like,  this  is  a  prescription  or  custom  against  the  law,  to 
exclude  the  owner  of  the  soil ;  for  it  is  against  the  nature  of  this  word 
common,  and  it  was  implied  in  the  first  grant,  that  the  owner  of  the 
soil  should  take  his  reasonable  profit  there,  as  it  hath  been  adjudged. 
But  a  man  may  prescribe  or  allege  a  custom  to  have  and  enjoy  solam 
vesturam  term  from  such  a  day  till  such  a  day,  and  hereby  the  owner 
of  the  soil  shall  be  excluded  to  pasture  or  feed  there ;  and  so  he  may 
prescribe  to  have  separalem  pasturam,  and  exclude  the  owner  of  the 

1  On  common  per  cause  de  vicinage,  see  several  cases  in  10  Q.  B.  581-640. 

"  Amongst  the  older  authorities  there  appears,  certainly,  some  difference  of  opinion 
as  to  the  meaning  of  the  expression  '  levant  and  couchant.'  There  is  one  set  of 
cases  in  which  it  is  laid  down,  that  the  term  '  cattle  levant  and  couchant  upon  en- 
closed land  '  nn>ans  such  cattle  as  are  actually  used  for  the  purpose  of  manuring:  and 
cultivating  the  enclosed  land.  The  rule  now  is,  that  such  cattle  only  are  to  be  holden 
levant  and  couchant  upon  the  enclosed  land,  as  that  land  will  keep  during  the  winter. 
It  has  '  :.  that  the  rule  includes  such  as  the  land  will  keep  during  the  whole, 

or  any  part,  of  the  year  ;  but  that  is  not  so.     The  real  question  is,  Has  this  defendant 
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soil  from  feeding  there.1  Nota  diver  sitatem.  So  a  man  may  prescribe 
to  have  separalem  pischariam  in  such  a  water,  and  the  owner  of  the 
soil  shall  not  fish  there  ;  but  if  he  claim  to  have  communiam  pischarice, 
or  liberam  pischariam,  the  owner  of  the  soil  shall  fish  there.  And  all 
this  hath  been  resolved. 

Co.  LIT.  164  b.  The  Lord  Mountjoy,  seised  of  the  manor  of  Can- 
ford  in  fee,  did  by  deed  eudented  and  inrolled  bargain  and  sell  the  same 
to  Browne  in  fee,  in  which  indenture  this  clause  was  contained.  Pro- 
vided always,  and  the  said  Browne  did  covenant  and 'grant  to  and 
with  the  said  Lord  Mountjoy,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  that  the  Lord 
Mountjoy,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  might  dig  for  ore  in  the  lands  (which 
were  great  wastes)  parcel  of  the  said  manor,  and  to  dig  turf  also  for  the 
making  of  allome.  And  in  this  case  three  points  were  resolved  by  all 
the  judges.  First,  that  this  did  amount  tojajrrant  of  an  interest  and  in- 
heritance to  the  Lord  Mountjoy,  to  dig,  &c.  Secondly,  that  notwlth- 
standing  this  orrant^JRrowng.,  his  h£Trs"flTid  ITssignsmight  dig  also,  and 
like  to  the  case  of  common  sauns  nomber.  Thirdly,  that  the  Lord 
Mount  joy  mightr^gsTgn~tn»-gr^r>1p.  interest  to  one,  twoTof  more ;  but 
then,  if  there  be  two  or^naoie^-they— «iuld  make  no  division  of  it,  but 
work  together  with  one  stock ;  neither  could  the  Lord  Mountjoy,  &c., 
assign  his  interest  in  any~part  of  the  waste  to  one  or  more,  for  that 
might  work  a  prejudice  and  a  surcharge  to  the  tenant  of  the  land ;  and 
therefore  if  such  an  uncertain  inheritance  descendeth  to  two  coparceners, 
it  cannot  be  divided  between  them.2 
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1569. 
[Reported  Dyer,  285,  pi.  40.] 

THE  king's  grantee  or  patentee  of  the  herbage  of  a  forest  shall  ' 
have  trespass  against  any  one  who  consumes  or  destiws  the  grassj  - 
but  not  the  trees  nor  the  fruit  of  them ;  and  also  shall  take  beasts 
damage-feasants  there ;  and  the  writ  of  trespass  shall  be  quare  clau- 
sum  fregit,  as  well  as  if  it  had  been  of  land.  And  b}*  the  opinion  of 
three  judges  in  B.  R.  in  Trin.  Term,  2  H.  8  [Keilw.  159  b],  the  paten- 
tee may  inclose  the  forest  by  such  grant,  &c.8 

turned  more  cattle  upon  the  common  than  the  winter  eatage  of  his  ancient  tenement, 
together  with  the  hay  and  other  produce  obtained  from  it  during  the  summer,  is  cap- 
able of  maintaining  ?"  Per  PARKE,  B.,  in  Whitelock  v.  Hutchinson,  2  Moo.  &R.  205 
(1839).  And  see  Carr  v.  Lambert,  L.  R.  1  Ex.  168. 

1  In  Welcome  v.  Upton,  6  M.  &  W.  536  (1840),  a  right  in  gross  by  prescription  in 
A.  and  fiisancestors  to  a  sole  and  several  pasturage,  was  held  good  and  assignable. 

2  Funk  v.  Haldeman,  53  Pa.  229,  244  ;    Van  Rensselaer  v.  Radcli/,  10  Wend.  639. 

3  "And  these  cases  were  put  on  this  ground,  that  a  man  shall  have  an  action  of  tres- 
pass vi  ct  armis  quare  in  warennam  suam  intravit,  notwithstanding  that  the  freehold 
of  the  soil  is  in  the  defendant,  for  he  does  not  bring  an  action  of  freehold  of  soil,  but  for 
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TYRRINGHAM'S  CASE. 

QUEEN'S  BENCH.     1584. 

[Reported*  Co.  366.] 

Is  trespass  between  Phesant,  plaintiff,  and  Salmon,  defendant,  the 
case  was  such :  Tho.  Tyrringham  was  seised  of  an  house,  44  acres  of 
land,  7  acres  of  meadow,  and  2  acres  of  pasture,  in  Titchmersh  in  the 
county  of  Northampton  :  to  which  house,  land,  meadow  and  pasture,  he 
and  all  those  whose  estate  he  had,  had  used  to  have  common  of  pasture 
for  oxen,  cows,  and  heifers  levant  and  couchant  upon  the  house,  land, 
meadow,  and  pasture,  as  well  in  30  acres  of  land  in  the  same  town 
(whereof  one  John  Pickering  was  then  seised  in  fee),  as  in  40  acres  of 
hind  and  pasture  in  Titchmersh  aforesaid  (whereof  one  Boniface  Picker- 
ing was  then  seised  in  fee)  as  to  the  said  house,  land,  meadow,  and 
pa-tun-  appertaining.  And  afterwards  the  said  Boniface  Pickering  being 
seised  as  aforesaid,  uf  the  said  40  acres,  purchased  to  him  and  his  heirs 
the  said  hotisc,  44  acre§_a£land,  7  aeres  of  meadow,  and  2  acres  of  pas- 
ture, to  which,  &c.,  and  being  so  seised  as  well  of  the  said  40  acres  in 
which,  as  of  the  said  tenements  to  which,  &c.,  demised  the  house,  land, 
meadow,  and  pasture  to  which,  &c.,  to  Phesant,  who  put  in  two  cows 
into  the  said  30  acres  to  use  the  said  common,  and  the  said  Salmon,  who 
was  farmer  of  the  said  John  Pickering,  with  a  little  dog,  leviter  et 
moliter  drove  out  the  said  cows,  and  the  said  Phesant  brought  his 
action  of  trespass  for  chasing  his  cattle.  In  this  case  divers  points 
were  resolved  by  WKAY,  C.  J.,  SIR  THOMAS  GAWDT,  ettotam  curiam: 
First.1  ...  2.  It  was  resolved  that  common  appendant  ma}-  be  appor- 
tioned for  two  reasons:  1.  Because  it  is  of  common  right,  and  there- 
fore if  the  commoner  purchases  parcel  of  the  land  in  which,  &c.,  yet 
the  common  shall  be  apportioned ;  as  if  the  lord  purchases  parcel  of 

the  warren,  with  which  the  defendant  has  nothing  to  do.  So  if  one  grants  the  vesture  of 
his  land  for  a  term  of  years,  if  the  grantor,  who  lins  the  freehold  in  the  land,  takes  the 
vesture  or  the  profit  which  was  his  [the  grantee's]  by  reason  of  the  grant,  he  shall  have 
«n  action  ;  for  he  does  not  bring  the  action  of  the  land,  but  of  the  chattel.  And  the 
law  is  the  same  of  a  grant  made  of  trees,  and  the  grantee  cuts  them  down,  and  the 
grantor  takes  them,  a  good  action  of  trespass  quare  vi  et  nrmis  lies  for  taking  the  trees, 
because  they  are  his  chattels.  And  so  where  one  has  a  liberty  or  profit  in  a  freehold, 
and  he  who  has  the  freehold  docs  an  injury  to  this  liberty  or  profit  that  he  has  in  his 
land,  it  is  right  that  he  should  IH>  punished  vi  et  armis ;  for  he  has  nothing  to  do  with 
them,  but  with  his  land  and  freehold,  of  which  the  other  does  not  bring  his  action. 
And  so  as  the  lessee  has  a  term,  which  is  not  now  part  of  the  defendant's  freehold,  it  is 
right  that  he  [the  lessor]  should  !><•  punished  for  entering  the  close,  because  he  has  given 
•  •  another  for  the  time,  and  the  lessee  will  not  use  the  action  for  the  freehold. 
And  all  the  rases  put  were  held  for  law."  Anon.,  5  Hen.  VII.  10  (1490). 

See  Wilto*  v.  Mackrtlh,  3  Burr.  1824  :  Cox  v.  Ghir,  5  C.  B.  533. 

1  The  first  resolution,  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  common  was  appurtenant,  not 
.  int,  is  omitted. 
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the  tenancy,  the  rent  shall  be  apportioned  ;  so  if  A.  has  common  appen- 
dant  to  20  acres  of  land,  and  enfeoffs  B.  of  part  of  the  said  20  acres  to 
which,  &c.,  this  common  shall  be  apportioned,  and  B.  shall  have  com- 
mon pro  rata.  And  where  it  was  objected:  1.  that  the  prescription 
fails  in  both  the  cases  ;  for  in  the  first  case  he  never  had  common  in 
part  of  the  land  only,  but  entirely  in  all ;  and  it  would  be  now  a  preju- 
dice to  the  terre-teuant  if  he  should  have  common  in  the  30  acres  only 
for  all  the  cattle  levant  and  couchant  upon  all  the  tenements  to  which, 
&c.  And  in  the  latter  case,  no  common  was  ever  appendant  to  part  of 
the  land,  but  entirely  to  the  whole ;  also,  2.  In  assise  of  common  all 
the  terre-tenants  ought  to  be  named,  and  that  cannot  be  when  the  com- 
moner himself  has  purchased  part  of  the  land.  As  to  these  objections, 
it  was  answered  and  resolved,  that  as  to  the  1st,  the  prescrip.  ought 
to  be  special,  sc.,  to  prescribe  to  have  common  in  the  whole  till  such  a 
da}',  and  then  to  show  the  purchase  of  part,  and  from  that  time  that  he 
has  put  in  his  cattle  into  the  residue  pro  rata,  portione  /  as  in  the  cases, 
when  a  corporation  has  liberties  b}'  prescription,  and  within  time  of 
memonr  the  corporation  is  altered,  there  ought  to  be  a  special  prescrip- 
tion ;  as  to  the  second  case,  sc.,  when  part  of  the  land  to  which,  &c.,  is 
aliened,  there,  every  of  them  may  prescribe  to  have  common  for  cattle 
levant  and  couchant  upon  his  land,  and  in  none  of  these  cases  any 
prejudice  accrues  to  the  tenant  of  the  land  in  which  the  common  is  to 
be  had,  for  he  shall  not  be  charged  with  more  upon  the  matter  than  he 
was  before  the  severance ;  and  God  forbid  the  law  should  not  be  so, 
when  part  of  the  land  to  which,  &c.,  is  aliened ;  for  otherwise  many 
commons  in  England  (which  God  forbid)  would  be  annihilated  and  lost ; 
and  it  was  agreed,  that  such  common,  which  is  admeasurable,  shall  re- 
main after  the  severance  of  part  of  the  land  to  which,  &c.  But  in  the 
case  at  baTrfontsTtmek-4*a-tli£  court  resolved,  that  the  common  was  a|> 
purte«afit_andnot  appendant,  and  so  against  common  right,  it  was  ad- 
judge_d,  thatby  the  said  purchase  all  the~common^was  extinct ;  for  in 
such  caseTcomTnoir  appuilenaiiL  CitiluoTBe  extinct  in  part,  and  be  in  esse 
for  par£S^3ftg3gct-ef  tho  partica. — And^sTo  the  last  objection,  it  was 
answered  andresoTve^pEbat-if  upon  the  matter  the  common  appendant 
should  be  apportioned,  then  the  terre-tenant  should  be  only  named  out 
of  the  land  charged  with  the  residue  of  the  common,  as  in  case  where  a 
rent-charge  is  apportioned  in  case  of  descent,  the  tenant  of  the  land 
shall  be  only  named  out  of  which  the  residue  of  the  rent  which  remains 
issues.  And  it  was  said,  in  this  case,  this  word  (pertinens)  is  Latin  as 
well  for  appurtenant  as  for  appendant,  and  therefore  subjecta  materia, 
and  the  circumstance  of  the  case  ought  to  direct  the  court  to  judge  the 
common  to  be  appendant,  or  appurtenant.1 

1  The  rest  of  the  case  is  omitted. 


TOTTELL   V.    HOWELL. 


TOTTELL  v.  HOWELL. 
COMMON  PLEAS.     1595. 

.    [Reported  Noy,  54.] 

IT  was  held  by  the  court  that  herbagium,  for  years,  cannot  be  granted 
without  deed.     Note  17  E,  4,  6.1 


DRURY  v.  KENT. 
KING'S  BENCH.     1603. 
[Reported  Cro.  Jac.  14.]  , 

REPLEVIN.  Upon  a  special  verdict  the  case  was,  A  man  prescribes 
to  have  f-nmtnf>cL  .appurtenant  to  the  manor  of  B.  for^ILhis  beasts  levant 
and  coudjuuiL-inxm  it:  hej^rants  tMs^commonto  A._  Whether  this 
grant  werc^gocK^or  no?  wagjthe  question JTAndladj^dged.  that  he  could 
not  grantjt_over^for  he  hath  it  quasi  sub  modo,  viz.,  for  the  beasts 
levant  and  couchant ;  no  more  than  estovers~tolbe  burnt  in  a  house  cer- 
tain :  but  common  appurtenant  for  beasts  certain  may  be  granted  over. 
Wherefore  it  was  adjudged  ut  supra. 


SMITH  v.   GATEWTOOD. 

KING'S  BENCH.     1607. 

[Reported  Cro.  Jac.  152.] 

TRESPASS  in  a  place  called  Horsington  Holms.  The  defendant  justi- 
fies, for  that  Stixwold  is  an  ancient  vill  adjoining  to  the  place  where, 
&c.,  and  that  within  the~siri4-A41Lis^^jid_linie-whereof,  &c.,  hath  been 
such  a  custom  :  that  e^eT7^**habil,aJit--within  any  ancient  messuage 
within  the  said  vill,  hy  ronapp  of  his  commoranny  therein,  hath  had 
common  in  the  place  where,  for  all  his  great  beasts,  at  all  times  of  the 
year,  &c.  ;  and  so  justifies  as  an  inhabitant.  And  it  was  thereupon 
demurred.  Whether  such  a  prescription  and  usage  in  a  vill  for  the 
inhabitants  for  common  and  matter  of  profit  be  good? 

After  argument  at  bar  and  bench,  it  was  resolved,  that  it  was  not 
good  ;  for  inhnbitnnte,  iinlnnn-lliuj  In-  iuiui'pni'ntod  riunot  prescribe  to 
have  profit  in  another's  seilyiml^^only  in  matters  of  easement,  as  in_jL. 


See  Somerset  v.  Foyicell,  5  B.  &  C.  875. 
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way  niv-niUls^y  l,o  (flum-li,  nr  siiu'.li  liku  ;  siii  in  r  matters  nf  discharge,  as 
to  be  discharged  of  toll,  or  of  tithes,  or  in  modo  decimandi,  or  the 
like  :  but  to  have  interest  it  cannot  be  ;  for  that  ought  to  be  by  persons 
enabled,  who  are  always  to  have  continuance  :  for  if  there  should  be 
such  prescription,  then,  if  any  of  the  inhabitants  depart  from  their 
ancient  houses,  and  the  house  continues  empty,  the  inheritance  of  the 
common  should  be  suspended ;  which  cannot  be.  Nor  can  such  a 
( common  be  released;  for  if  one  inhabitant  should  release,  another 
which  succeeded  him  might  claim  it ;  which  is  against  the  rules  of  law, 
that  an  inheritance  in  a  profit  should  not  be  discharged :  and  by  such 
prescription  a  maid-servant  or  child  who  resides  in  the  house  is  said  to 
be  an  inhabitant,  and  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  common ;  which  would 
be  inconvenient.  Wherefore  they  all  resolved,  that  such  a  custom 
alleged  by  way  of  usage  (not  otherwise)  is  not  good  ;  and  adjudged  it 
for  the  plaintiff.  It  was  said  to  be  so  resolved  in  Trinity  Term,  33 
Eliz.  Roll.  422,  Lawrence  v.  Hull ;  and  Coke  cited,  that  in  19  Hen.  8, 
in  Spelman's  Reports,  it  was  adjudged  accordingly  in  this  court.  Vide 
7  Edw.  4,  pi.  26;  15  Edw.  4,  pi.  29;  18  Edw.  4,  pi.  3;  20  Edw.  4, 
pi.  10;  9  Hen.  6,  pi.  62 ;  18  Hen.  8  ;  pi.  I.1 


PITT  v.    CHICK. 
COMMON  PLEAS.     1620. 

[Reported  Hutt.  45.] 

MATTHEW  PITT  brought  replevin  against  Chick  ;  the  defendant  avow, 
for  that  the  place  contains  five  acres,  which  lie  between  the  lands  of 
Sir  George  Speck :  and  that  the  said  Sir  George  Speck  and  all  bis 
ancestors,  de  temps  d'out,  &c.,  have  used  to  have  herbage  and  pasture 
of  the  said  five  acres,  viz.  if  they  were  sown,  then  after  the  reaping 
until  re-sowing ;  and  if  they  were  not  sown,  then  for  the  whole  year, 
and  convey  title  to  the  said  herbage  by  lease  in  writing  to  him,  and 
avow  damage  feasant. 

And  it  was  urged,  that  he  which  had  all  the  profit  for  a  time,  and 
the  sole  profit,  had  the  freehold ;  and  that  is  not  a  thing  which  lie  in 
prescription  semble  al  common,  or  to  pasture  for  a  certain  number  of 
years :  and  it  was  said,  that  a  grant  de  vestura  terrce,  or  de  herbag. 
terrce  for  one  and  twenty  years,  is  a  good  lease.  But  it  was  adjudged, 
that  it  is  a  good  avowry,  and  he  had  only  profit  ~~a~~prender^~ciiid  that 

1  s.  c.  sub  nom.  Gfateward's  Case,  6  Co.  59  b,  where  the  case  is  said  to  have  been 
in  the  Common  Pleas. 

In  Linn-Regis  v.  Taylor,  3  Lev.  160  (1684),  a  custom  for  every  freeman  and  pro- 
prietor of  a  ship  in  Linn-Regis  to  dig  gravel  for  the  ballast  of  his  ships  was  held,  by 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  to  be  good,  "it  being  for  the  maintenance  of  navigation, 
and  so  pro  bono  publico." 
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an  assisc,  or  justify  for  damage  feasant  :  and  he  which 
hathahejTore-crop  is  he  which  hath  the  freehold,  15  E.  2  ;  Fitz.,  Pre- 
scription, 51.  And  the  very  case  is,  temps  E.  1,  Fitz.  Prescription,  55  ; 
and  this  sole  feeding  might  have  commencement  by  grant,  and  there- 
fore a  good  prescription.  .  Judgment  for  the  avowant. 


WILKINSON  v.  PROUD. 

EXCHEQUER.     1843. 
[Reported  MM.  &  W.  33.] 

CASE  for  an  injury  to  the  plaintiff's  reversion  in  certain  closes  or 
parcels  of  land  in  the  occupation  of  one  Gill,  as  tenant  thereof  to  the 
plaintiff;  alleging,  that  without  the  leave  or  license  of  the  plaintiff,  the 
defendants  dug  and  excavated  divers  holes  and  pits,  and  erected  and 
fixed  divers  engines,  gins,  buildings,  and  posts  on  the  said  closes  and 
parcels  of  land,  and  dug,  worked,  and  won  therein  divers  large  quan- 
tities of  coal,  and  carried  away  and  converted  the  same,  and  also  pros- 
trated, subverted,  and  injured  the  crops,  fences,  earth,  and  soil  of  the 
said  closes  or  parcels  of  land,  and  cut  down  certain  trees  growing  on 
the  same,  and  undermined  a  portion  thereof,  &c. 

Second  plea,  as  to  the  cutting,  digging,  excavating,  and  making  the 
holes,  pits,  and  trenches  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  erecting 
and  fixing  the  engines,  gins;  buildings,  and  posts  in  the  declaration 
mentioned  in  and  upon  the  said  closes  and  parcels  of  land,  and  digging, 
working,  and  winning  the  quantities  of  coal  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, and  drawing,  carrying  away,  converting,  and  disposing  of  the 
same  to  their  the  defendants'  own  use,  and  prostrating,  subverting, 
and  injuring  the  crops,  fences,  and  earth  and  soil  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  and  undermining  a  portion  of  the  same  closes  and  parcels 
of  land  in  the  declaration  mentioned;  that  John  Proud  deceased,  and 
nil  his  ancestors,  whose  heir  he  was,  from  time  whereof  the  memory  of 
man  is  not  to  the  contrary  until  the  time  of  making  the  indenture  here- 
inafter mentioned,  have  had,  and  have  been  used  and  accustomed  to 
have,  and  of  right  ought  to  have  had,  for  himself  and  themselves,  all 
the  coals  and  veins  of  coal  in  and  under  the  said  closes  and  parcels  of 
land  in  which,  &c.,  and  full  and  free  liberty  at  all  times  of  the  year 
to  enter  into  and  upon  the  said  closes  and  parcels  of  land  in  which,  &c., 
and  to  cut,  dig  into,  and  excavate  the  same  for  the  purpose  of  search- 
ing for,  mining,  and  winning  the  coals  in  and  under  the  same,  and  to 
make  adits,  shafts,  and  entrances  into  the  mines  of  coal  and  veins  of 
coal  in  and  under  the  said  closes  and  parcels  of  land  in  which,  &c.,  and 
to  do  all  necessary  acts  therein  and  thereon  for  the  purpose  aforesaid. 
The  plea  then  alleged,  that  by  deeds  of  lease  and  release,  dated  the  2d 
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and  3d  of  September,  1841,  the  said  John  Proud  bargained  and  sold 
the  said  coal,  mines  of  coal,  veins  of  coal,  and  premises  to  one  William 
Richardson,  and  the  defendants  then  justified  the  trespasses  as  the 
servants  of  Richardson. 

The  third  plea  was  framed  upon  the  Stat.  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  71,  §  2, 
and  alleged,  that  for  the  full  period  of  thirty  years  next  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  the  said  John  Proud,  deceased,  and  his 
ancestors,  whose  heir  he  was,  and  the  said  William  Richardson,  that  is 
to  say,  the  said  John  Proud  and  his  ancestors,  whose  heir  he  was,  be- 
fore and  up  to  the  time  of  making  the  indenture  first  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, and  the  said  William  Richardson  from  the  time  of  making  the 
same  indenture,  have  actually  taken  and  enjoyed,  as  of  right  and  with- 
out interruption,  all  the  coals  and  veins  of  coal,  and  mines  of  coal,  in 
and  under  the  said  closes  and  parcels  of  land,  and  have  during  all  that 
time,  as  of  right  and  without  interruption,  at  all  times  of  the  year, 
entered  into  and  upon  the  said  closes  and  parcels  of  land  in  which,  &c., 
and  then  cut,  dug  into,  and  excavated  the  same  for  the  purpose  of 
searching  for,  mining,  and  winning  the  coals  in  and  under  the  same, 
and  made  adits,  shafts,  and  entrances  into  the  said  mines  of  coal  and 
veins  of  coal  in  and  under  the  same  closes  and  parcels  of  land,  and 
done  all  necessary  acts  therein  and  thereon  for  the  purpose  aforesaid, 
&c. 

Special  demurrer  to  each  of  these  pleas,  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  points  marked  for  argument  in  the  margin  were  as  follows : 
As  to  the  second  plea :  that  all  the  coals,  veins  of  coal,  and  mines  of 
coal  in  and  under  the  said  closes  in  which,  &c.,  and  full  and  free  liberty 
to  enter  upon  the  said  closes  in  which,  &c.,  to  dig,  &c. ,  the  same,  as 
claimed  by  the  defendants,  are  corporeal  hereditaments,  a  title  to 
which  cannot  be  made  by  prescription.  As  to  the  third  plea  :  that  the 
defendants  claim  a  corporeal  hereditament,  and  that  to  such  a  claim 
the  Stat.  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  71,  does  not  apply. 

W.  If.  Watson,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

Martin,  contra. 

LORD  ABINGER,  C.  B.  I  think  this  is  clearly  a  prescription  to  land. 
A  vein  of  coal  is  land,  unless  distinguished  from  the  land  b}-  the  deed 
of  conveyance.  I  have  little  doubt  that  if  Mr.  Martin  were  to  search 
the  Year-Books,  he  would  find  cases  to  show  that  such  a  claim  is  con- 
trary  to  law.  The  defendants  maj*  amend  on  payment  of  costs. 

PARKE,  B.     This  is  not  a  claim  of  a  prescriptive  right  to  take  coal  - 
In  the  plaintiff's  close,  but  a  prescription  for  all  the  strata  and  seams  of 
coal  lying  under  it,  that  is,  for  a  part  of  the  soil  itself,  and  not  for  the 
right  to  get  the  coal,  which  would  be  the  subject  of  a  grant.     Possibly  * 
the  defendants  may  be  able  to  amend,  by  pleading  a  seisin  in  fee  in  the 
strata  of  coal,  or  b}'  prescribing  for  the  right  to  take  coals  in  the  plain- 
tiffs close.     With  respect  to  the  last  argument  urged  on  behalf  of  the 
defendants,  according  to  that  a  man  might  set  up  a  prescriptive  right 
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to  a  farm  and  lands,  together  with  a  right  of  way  over  an  adjoining 
close. 

ALDERSON.  R,  and  GTKNEY,  B.,  concurred. 

Leave  to  the  defendants  to  amend  on  payment  of  costs,  otherwise, 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff.1 


RACE  v.  WARD. 

QUEEN'S  BENCH.     1855. 

[Reported  4  E.  &  B.  702.] 

LORD  CAMPBELL,  C.  J.,2  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  is  for  breaking  and  entering  the 
plaintiff's  close  in  the  township  of  Horbury,  and  committing  various 
trespasses  therein.  The  de^iUmts-jusAily^under  an  immemorial  cus- 
tom in  the  said_township  for  all  the  inhabitants  for  the  time  being  in 
the  said  township  to  havetEe  lijjerty  and  privilege  to  have  and  take 
water  from  a  certainjKfcll  or  spring  of  water  in  the  said  close  in  which, 
&c.,  and  to  carry  the  same  Jo  their  respective  dwelling-houses  in  the 
said  township»_ta  be  used  and  consumed  therein  for  domestic  purposes, 
plaintiff  demurs :  and  it  has  been  argued  before  us  that  the  plea 


I  '""is  bad,  because  it  claims  a  right  for  all  the  inhabitants  of  the  township 

to  take  a  profit  a  prendre  in  alieno  solo. 

But  we  are  of  opinion  that  no  such  right  is  claimed  by  the  alleged 
custom.  The  action  is  not  for  taking  water,  the  property  of  the  phiin- 
tiff;  and  no  such  action  could  be  supported  unless  the  water  were  c-on- 
tained  in  a  cistern  or  some  vessel  in  which  he  had  placed  it  for  his 
private  use.  The  defendants  have  to  answer  the  charge  of  having  un- 
lawfully broken  and  entered  the  plaintiff's  close,  and  trampled  and 
injured  his  grass  growing  there,  &c.  In  doing  so  the}'  certainly  claim 
a  right  by  immemorial  custom,  in  all  the  inhabitants  of  the  township, 
to  take  water  from  a  spring  issuing  from  the  close,  and  to  carry  it  to 
their  dwelling-houses  for  domestic  purposes ;  but  this  claim  is  made 
with  the  view  of  excusing  the  alleged  trespasses  in  entering  the  close 
and  injuring  the  grass,  &c. 

The  water  which  they  claim  a  right  to  take  is  not  the  produce  of  the 
plaintiff's  close ;  it  is  not  his  property ;  it  is  not  the  subject  of  prop- 
erty. Blackstone,  following  other  elementar}'  writers,  classes  water 
with  the  elements  of  light  and  air  (vol.  2,  p.  14).  Afterwards,  having 
stated  that  a  man  cannot  bring  an  action  to  recover  possession  of  a  pool 
or  other  piece  of  water,  either  calculating  its  capacit}*,  as  for  so  many 
cubical  yards,  or  b}-  superficial  measure  for  twenty  acres  of  water,  he 

1  So  Caldicell  v.  Fulton,  31  Pa.  475  ;  Massot  v.  Moses,  3  So.  Car.  168,  accord. 
8  The  opinion  only  is  here  printed  ;  it  states  the  pleadings  sufhdently. 
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gives  the  reason  :  "  For  water  is  a  movable,  wandering  thing,  and  must 
of  necessity  continue  common  by  the  law  of  nature."  Ib.  p.  18.  It  is 
not  disputed  that  this  would  be  so  with  respect  to  the  water  of  a  river 
or  any  open  running  stream.  We  think  it  is  equally  true  as  to  the 
water  of  a  spring,  when  it  first  issues  from  the  ground.  This  is  no  part 
of  the  soil,  like  sand,  or  clay,  or  stones ;  nor  the  produce  of  the  soil, 
like  grass,  or  turves,  or  trees.  A  right  to  take  these  by  custom, 
claimed  by  all  the  inhabitants  of  a  district,  would  clearly  be  bad  ;  for 
the}"  all  come  under  the  category  of  profit  a  prendre,  being  part  of  the 
soil  or  the  produce  of  the  soil ;  and  such  a  claim,  which  might  leave 
nothing  for  the  owner  of  the  soil,  is  wholly  inconsistent  with  the  right 
of  property  in  the  soil.  But  the  spring  of  water  is  supplied  and  re- 
newed by  nature ;  it  must  have  flowed  from  a  distance  by  an  under- 
ground channel ;  and,  when  it  issues  from  the  ground,  till  appropriated 
for  use,  it  flows  onward  by  the  law  of  gravitation.  While  it  remains  in 
the  field  where  it  issues  forth,  in  the  absence  of  any  servitude  or  cus- 
tom giving  a  right  to  others,  the  owner  of  the  field,  and  he  only,  has  a 
right  to  appropriate  it ;  for  no  one  else  can  do  so  without  committing 
a  trespass  upon  the  field  ;  but  when  it  has  left  his  field,  he  has  no  more 
power  over  it,  or  interest  in  it,  than  any  other  stranger. 

For  these  reasons  it  has  been  considered  that  the  inhabitants  of  a  dis- 
trict ma}-,  by  custom,  have  a  right  to  go  upon  the  soil  of  another  to 
take  or  to  use  water.  On  examining  the  Year- Book,  Trin.  15  Ed.  4,  fol. 
29  A,  pi.  7,  cited  at  the  bar,  it  would  appear  that  Genney,  as  counsel, 
says  it  would  be  a  good  prescription  that  all  the  inhabitants  in  such  a 
vill  have  used  from  time  immemorial  to  have  the  water  in  such  a  pond 
to  drink,  &c.  Catesby,  then  a  judge,1  assents  to  this,  and  he  likens  it 
to  a  custom  for  all  the  fishermen,2  inhabitants  in  a  particular  vill,  to 
have  a  right  to  dry  their  nets  on  a  particular  close.  There  the  word 
"prescription"  is  used;  but.  there  is  no  prescription  stated  in  a  que 
estate  ;  and  a  customary  right  by  reason  of  inhabitancy  in  a  particular 
district  is  evidently  described  and  intended. 

In  Weekly  v.  Wild/nan,  1  Ld.  Raym.  407,  we  find  certain  obiter 
dicta  upon  this  subject  which  are  entitled  to  some  weight.  "  Blen- 
cowe,  J.  Inhabitants  may  have  a  custom  to  have  pot  water,  which  is 
an  interest,  and  not  barely  an  easement.  But  Powell,  J.,  denied  that, 
and  said  that  it  is  only  an  easement."  Both  these  learned  judges  agree 
that  inhabitants  may  have  a  right  to  enter  the  soil  of  another  to  take 
pot  water ;  and  only  differ  as  to  the  name  to  be  given  to  it. 

1  According  to  Haydn's  Book  of  Dignities,  Catesby  did  not  become  a  judge  till  1482 
(21,  22  Ed.  4).     In  15  Ed.  4  (1475-6)  the  judges  of  the  Common  Pleas,  in  which  court 
the  case  in  the  text  occurred,  appear,  on  comparing  the  Year-Book  with  the  same  aiu 
thority,  to  have  been  Brian,  C.  J.,  Littleton,  Choke,  and  Neele,  JJ.  —  EEP. 

2  "  Ceo  ad  este  admitte  adire  que  touts  les  piscars  en  un  tiel  ewe,"  &c.,  "sans  mr  e 
le  quel  les  piscars  sont  inhabitants  en  ascun  ville,  per  que  a  pluis  fort  le  prescriptio 
serra  bon  en  le  case  al  barre,"  which  was  that  of  a  right  laid  in  all  the  citizens  and  in- 
habitants of  Coventry.  —  HEP. 
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g  v.  Wasdale,  5  A.  &  E.  758,  appears  to  be  an  express  ad- 
judication in  favor  of  such  a  custom.  The  first  count  of  the  dfc-lara- 
tion  claimed  a  right  in  the  plaintiff,  as  occupier  of  an  ancient  messuage 
within  the  parish  of  St.  Ives,  to  wash  and  water  his  cattle  in  a  certain 
pond,  and  also  to  take  and  use  the  water  of  the  said  pond  for  domestic 
purposes,  for  the  more  convenient  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  said  mes- 
suage, at  all  times,  at  his  free  will  and  pleasure.  But,  in  the  second 
count,  the  plaintiff  claimed  the  same  right  merely  as  an  inhabitant 
householder  of  the  parish.  After  a  very  learned  and  powerful  argu- 
ment from  my  brother  Wightman,  then  at  the  bar,  and  counsel  for  the 
di-tVndant,  to  the  effect  that  the  plaintiff  claimed  a  profit  a  prendre  in 
alieno  solo,  and  that  both  counts  were  bad,  Lord  Denman  said  :  "  It  is 
not  consistent  with  ordinary  language  to  call  the  taking  of  water  a 
profit  a  prendre."  He  then  (without  adverting  to  the  second  count) 
said  that  at  all  events  the  declaration  was  good,  the  claim  being  made 
in  respect  of  the  plaintiffs  house.  Patteson,  J.,  was  proceeding  to 
give  judgment  on  the  same  ground,  when,  his  attention  being  directed 
by  the  defendant's  counsel  to  the  second  count,  he  says  :  "  It  is  then 
necessary  to  decide  the  other  question  ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  is 
not  a  profit  a  prendre,  which  must  be  something  taken  out  of  the  soil." 
Ami  now  he  goes  on  to  lay  down  the  position  that  "inhabitants  of  a 
parish  might  have  a  right  to  an  easement  of  this  sort."  Williams, 
J.,  agreed  that  this  did  not  appear  to  be  a  profit  a  prendre,  and  my 
brother  Coleridge,  who,  from  the  questions  he  puts  during  the  argument, 
shows  that  he  had  very  deliberate!}'  considered  the  subject,  says  :  "  My 
judgment  rests  upon  a  ground  which  makes  the  difference  between  the 
two  counts  immaterial.  I  think  the  right  claimed  in  each  is  a  mere 
easement." 

The  authorities  relied  upon  by  Mr.  Unthank  are  not  inconsistent  with 
this  doctrine.  His  quotation  from  Bracton  does  not  prove  that  the 
right  to  take  water  when  flowing  in  its  natural  course  is  a  profit  a  pren- 
dre; and  the  learned  author  of  that  treatise,  by  the  words  he  uses  im- 
mediately after,  shows  that  he  was  well  aware  of  the  distinction  between 
such  water  and  water  in  a  cistern,  which  is  the  subject  of  private 
property. 

In  Wickham  v.  Hawker,  7  M.  &  W.  63,  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
held  that  a  "  liberty,  with  servants  or  otherwise,  to  come  into  and 
upon"  lands,  "and  there  to  hawk,  hunt,  fish,  and  fowl,"  is  a  profit  a 
prendre  within  the  Prescription  Act,  2  &  3  W.  4,  c.  71  ;  but  that  lib- 
erty and  a  liberty  to  take  water  are  so  different  that  the}'  furnish  no 
safe  analog}-  to  guide  us  in  this  case. 

In  Btetcett  v.  Tregonning,  3  A.  &  E.  554,  this  court  held  an  alleged 
custom  to  be  bad  for  all  the  inhabitants  occupying  lands  in  a  district  to 
enter  a  close  and  take  therefrom  reasonable  quantities  of  sand  which 
had  drifted  thereupon,  for  the  purpose  of  manuring  their  lands.  The 
reason  was  that  the  drifted  sand  had  become  part  of  the  close,  so  that 
the  claim  was  to  take  a  profit  in  alieno  solo  ;  but  the  water  to  be 
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taken  never  had  become  part  of  the  close ;  nor  was  it  the  produce  of 
the  close. 

The  plaintiffs  counsel  lastly  referred  to  the  recent  decision  of  the 
House  of  Lords  in  Dyce  v.  Lady  James  Hay,  1  Macqueen,  305,  in 
which  the  Lord  Chancellor  said  that  neither  by  the  law  of  Scotland  or 
of  England  can  there  be  a  prescriptive  right,  in  the  nature  of  a  servi- 
tude or  easement,  so  large  as  to  preclude  the  ordinan*  uses  of  property 
by  the  owner  of  the  lands  affected.  But  no  such  consequence  will  fol- 
low from  the  customary  easement  claimed  in  the  present  case ;  and  it 
does  not  interfere  with  the  ordinary  uses  of  the  plaintiffs  close  so  much 
as  the  custom  would  which  was  held  to  be  valid  in  Tyson  v.  /Smith,  6 
A.  &  E.  745  ;  9  A.  &  E.  406,  that,  at  fairs  holden  on  the  waste  of  a 
manor,  every  liege  subject  exercising  the  trade  of  a  victualler  might 
enter,  at  the  time  of  the  fairs,  and  erect  a  booth,  and  continue  the  same 
a  reasonable  time  after  the  fairs,  for  the  more  convenient  carrying  on 
his  calling. 

As  to  customary  rignts  claimed  by  reason  of  inhabitancy,  the  distinc- 
tion has  always  been  between  a  mere  easement  and  a  profit  a  prendre. 
A  custom  for  all  the  Inhabitants  of  a  vill  to  dance  on  a  particular  close  at 
all  times  of  the  .year,  at  their  free  will,  for  their  recreation,  has  been 
held  good,  this  being  a  mere  easement,  Abbot  v.  Weekly,  1  Lev.  176 ; 
and  we  held,  last  term,  that,  to  a  declaration  for  breaking  and  entering 
the  plaintiff's  close  and  taking  his  fish,  a  custom  pleaded  for  all  the 
inhabitants  of  the  parish  to  angle  and  catch  fish  in  the  locus  in  quo  was 
bad,  as  this  was  a  profit  a  prendre,  and  might  lead  to  the  destruction 
of  the  subject-matter  to  which  the  alleged  custom  applied.1 

For  these  reasons  we  think  that  in  the  present  case  the  plea  to  the 
first  count  is  sufficient. 

There  is  a  second  count  in  the  declaration,  very  informally  drawn, 
which,  when  examined,  appears  to  be  likewise  a  count  in  trespass  quare 
clausum  fregit ;  and  the  plea  to  it  is  substantially  the  same  as  that 
pleaded  to  the  first  count.  We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  upon  the 
whole  record  there  must  be  judgment  for  the  defendants. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 

Unthank,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Hugh  Hill,  contra. 

1  Eland  v.  Lipscombe,  November  14,  1854.  On  demurrer  to  the  plea  justifying  a 
trespass  under  the  right,  claimed  by  custom.  Honyman,  for  the  plaintiff ;  Joseph 
Brown,  for  the  defendant. 

LORD  CAMPBELL,  C.  J.  We  must  act  upon  that  salutary  law  which  distinguishes 
between  a  mere  easement  and  the  right  to  take  a  profit.  It  is  a  good  custom  for  all  the 
inhabitants  of  a  parish  to  dance  in  a  particular  spot,  or  the  like  ;  but  a  custom  to  take 
as  a  profit  what  is  valuable  would  be  very  injurious  to  the  owner,  and  of  but  little  benefit 
to  the  inhabitants,  and  is  bad.  Such  being  the  settled  law,  we  are  to  apply  it  to  this 
case.  It  is  clear  to  me  that  the  custom  claimed  on  this  plea  is  to  angle  for,  catch, 
and  carry  away  the  fish  ;  but,  supposing  it  were  limited,  as  Mr.  Brown  argues,  to  a 
claim  to  angle  for  and  catch  the  fish,  without  claiming  a  right  to  carry  them  away,  I 
think  it  would  be  equally  destructive  of  the  subject-matter  and  bad. 

COLERIDGE  and  WIGHTMAX,  JJ.,  concurred.  Judgment  for  plaintiff.  — REP* 
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BAILEY  v.  STEPHENS. 

COMMON  PLEAS.     1862. 

[Reported  12  C.  B.  N.  S.  91.] 

THE  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated  that  the  defendant,  on  the 
1st  of  November,  1861,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  between 
that  day  and  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  broke  and  entered  a  cer- 
tain close  of  land  of  the  plaintiff  called  Short  Cliffe  Wood,  enclosed  by 
a  hedge-fence,  and  bounded  on  the  northwest  by  other  lands  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  on  the  southeast  by  lands  in  the  occupation  of  one  James 
Emery,  situate  in  the  parish  of  Blagdon,  in  the  county  of  Somerset ; 
and  that  the  defendant  then  felled,  cut  down,  prostrated,  and  destroyed 
two  trees  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  said  close  called  Short  Cliffe  Wood, 
there  then  standing  and  growing,  and  took  and  carried  away  the  same 
and  converted  and  disposed  thereof  to  his  own  use. 

There  was  also  a  count  for  money  lent,  money  paid,  money  had  and 
received,  and  money  found  due  upon  accounts  stated. 

The  defendants  pleaded,  —  first  (to  the  first  count)  not  guilt}' ; 
secondly,  that  the  said  close  and  trees  were  not  respectively  the  close 
and  trees  of  the  plaintiff. 

Third  plea,  —  that  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  trespass,  William  York 
was  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee  of  and  in  a  certain  close  called 
Blood}'  Field,  immediately  adjoining  the  said  close  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
that  the  said  William  York  and  all  those  whose  estate  he  had,  and  his 
and  their  tenants,  had  from  time  whereof  the  memory  of  man  runneth 
not  to  the  contrary  enjoyed  the  right,  at  their  free  will  and  pleasure,  to 
enter  by  themselves  and  their  servants  upon  a  part  or  strip,  to  wit,  a 
lugfall l  of  the  said  close  of  the  plaintiff,  adjoining  the  said  close  of  the 
said  William  York,  for  the  purpose  of  cutting  down  and  carrying  away, 
and  to  cut  down  and  carry  away  and  convert  to  his  and  their  own  use 
the  trees  and  wood  growing  and  being  on  the  said  strip  or  lugfall.  as  to 
the  said  close  of  the  said  William  York  appertaining ;  and  that  the  said 
William  York  before  the  alleged  trespass  demised  the  said  Bloody 
Field,  with  its  appurtenances,  to  James  Emery,  for  a  term  of  years  not 
yet  expired,  who  entered  into  possession  of  the  same,  and  was  be- 
fore and  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  trespass  in  possession  thereof  under 
the  said  demise  as  tenant  thereof  to  the  said  William  York  ;  and  that  the 
said  trees  in  the  declaration  mentioned  were  growing  and  being  on  the 
said  strip  or  lugfall,  and  that  the  alleged  trespass  was  committed  by 
the  defendant  as  the  servant  and  by  the  authority  of  the  said  James 
Emery,  and  on  his  behalf,  on  the  said  strip  or  lugfall,  and  not  else- 
where in  the  said  close  of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  exercise  of  the  said  right, 
and  was  a  user  by  the  said  James  Emery  of  the  said  right. 

1  A  perch. 


BAILEY   V.    STEPHENS.  15 

Fourth  plea,  —  that  the  said  James  Emery,  at  the  time  of  the  al- 
leged trespass,  was  possessed  of  the  said  land  called  Blood}'  Field,  im- 
mediately adjoining  the  said  close  of  the  plaintiff'  as  aforesaid,  and  that 
the  occupiers  thereof  for  sixty  years  before  this  suit  enjoyed,  as  of  right, 
and  without  interruption,  the  right  to  enter  at  their  free  will  and  plea- 
sure, by  themselves  and  their  servants,  into  a  part  or  strip,  to  wit,  a  lug- 
fall,  of  the  said  close  of  the  plaintiff,  next  adjoining  the  said  land  of  the 
said  James  Emer}-,  for  the  purpose  of  cutting  down  and  carrying  away, 
and  to  cut  down  and  carry  away  and  convert  to  their  own  use,  the  trees 
and  wood  growing  and  being  in  the  said  strip  or  lugfall,  as  to  the  said 
land  of  the  said  James  Emery  appertaining ;  that  the  said  trees  in  the  de- 
claration mentioned  were  growing  and  being  on  the  said  strip  or  lugfall ; 
and  that  the  said  trespass  was  committed  by  the  defendant  as  the  ser- 
vant and  by  the  authority  of  the  said  James  Emery,  and  on  his  behalf, 
in  the  said  strip  or  lugfall,  and  not  elsewhere  in  the  said  close  of  the 
plaintiff,  in  the  exercise  of  the  said  last-named  right,  and  was  a  user  by 
the  said  James  Emery  of  the  said  right. 

Fifth  plea,  —  that  the  said  James  Emery,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged 
trespass,  was  possessed  of  the  said  land  called  Blood}'  Field  immedi- 
ately adjoining  the  said  close  of  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  and  that  the 
occupiers  thereof  for  thirty  years  before  this  suit  enjoyed  as  of  right 
and  without  interruption  the  right  to  enter  at  their  free  will  and  pleas- 
ure, by  themselves  and  their  servants,  into  a  part  or  strip,  to  wit,  a  lug- 
fall,  of  the  said  close  of  the  plaintiff,  next  adjoining  the  said  land  of  the 
said  James  Emery,  for  the  purpose  of  cutting  down  and  carrying  away, 
and  to  cut  down  and  carry  away  and  convert  to  their  own  use,  the  trees 
and  wood  growing  and  being  in  the  said  strip  or  lugfall,  as  to  the  said 
land  called  Bloody  Field  appertaining. ;  that  the  said  trees  in  the  de- 
claration mentioned  were  growing  and  being  in  the  said  strip  or  lugfall ; 
and  that  the  said  alleged  trespass  was  committed  by  the  defendant  as 
the  servant  and  by  the  authority  of  the  said  James  Emery,  and  on  his 
behalf,  in  the  said  strip  or  lugfall,  and  not  elsewhere  in  the  said  close  of 
the  plaintiff,  in  the  exercise  of  the  last-named  right,  and  as  a  user  by 
the  said  James  Emery  of  the  said  right. 

Sixth  plea,  —  that,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  trespass,  the  said 
William  York  was  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee  of  and  in  the  said 
close  of  land  called  Bloody  Field,  immediately  adjoining  the  said  close 
of  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  and  long  before  the  time  of  the  alleged 
trespass,  by  a  deed  made  between  the  then  owner  of  the  said  close  now 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  which  said  owner  was  then  seised  thereof  in  fee, 
and  the  then  owner  of  the  said  land  called  Blood}'  Field,  who  was  then 
seised  in  fee  of  the  said  last-named  land,  and  whose  estate  therein  the 
said  "William  York  at  the  time  of  the  said  alleged  trespass  had  (but 
which  deed  had  been  lost  or  destined  by  accident) ,  the  said  then 
owner  of  the  close  now  of  the  plaintiff  granted  to  the  said  then  owner 
of  the  said  land  called  Bloody  Field,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  the  right 
for  himself  and  themselves,  and  his  and  their  tenants,  occupiers  of  the 
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s:ml  land  for  the  time  being,  at  their  free  will  and  pleasure,  b}*  them- 
selves and  their  servants,  to  enter  upon  a  certain  strip  of  the  said  close 
of  the  plaintiff,  next  adjoining  the  said  close  called  Blood)"  Field,  to 
wit,  a  lugfall  of  the  said  close  of  the  plaintiff,  measured  from  the  bound- 
ary of  the  said  two  closes,  for  the  purpose  of  cutting  down  and  carry- 
ing away,  and  to  cut  down,  carry  awa}%  and  convert  to  his  and  their 
own  use,  the  trees  and  wood  growing  and  being  in  the  said  strip  or  lug- 
fall, as  to  the  said  close  called  Bloody  Field  appertaining;  that  the 
said  James  Emery  was  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  trespass  tenant  to  the 
said  William  York  of  the  said  close  called  Bloody  Field,  and  as  such 
tenant,  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  grant,  was  entitled  to  the  right,  at  his 
free  will  and  pleasure,  by  himself  and  his  servants,  of  entering  into  the 
said  strip  or  lugfall  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  and  of  cutting  down, 
carrying  awa}*,  and  converting  to  his  own  use  the  trees  and  wood  grow- 
ing and  being  in  the  said  strip  or  lugfall ;  that  the  said  trees  in  the 
declaration  mentioned  were  growing  and  being  in  the  said  strip  or  lug- 
fall  ;  and  that  the  said  trespass  was  committed  by  the  defendant  as  the 
servant  and  by  the  authority  of  the  said  James  Emery,  and  on  his  be- 
half, in  the  said  strip  or  lugfall,  and  not  elsewhere  in  the  said  close  of 
the  plaintiff,  in  the  exercise  of  the  said  last-named  right,  and  was  a  user 
by  the  said  James  Emery  of  the  said  right. 

Seventh  plea,  to  the  residue  of  the  declaration,  never  indebted. 

The  plaintiff  demurred  to  the  third,  fourth,  fifth,  and  sixth  pleas,  the 
ground  of  demurrer  stated  in  the  margin  being,  "  that  the  plea  shows 
no  defence  to  the  action,  and  claims  too  large  a  right."  Joinder. 

Montague  Smith,  Q.  C.  (with  whom  was  Jiarstow),  in  support  of  the 
demurrer. 

Prideaux,  contra. 

ERLE,  C.  J.  We  are  much  obliged  to  Mr.  Prideaux  for  the  assist- 
ance he  has  afforded  us ;  but,  after  giving  the  best  attention  I  could  to 
his  able  argument,  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  pleas  are  baft,  and 
therefore  that  our  judgment  must  be  for  the  plaintiff.  The  pleas  set  up 
a  right  in  the  occupiers  of  the  close  of  the  defendant  to  go  upon  the 
close  of  the  plaintiff  and  to  take  all  the  wood  that  shall  be  growing 
there.  ^It-4a-ft--e4aim.  therefore  nf  a  ripbt  appurtenant  to  the  land  of 
the  flpftMi£lflnt,  \,n  takft  all  the  profits  of  the  land  of  the  plaintiff,  wholly 
unconnected  with  thfc-defendant'o  land ;  and  to  take  that  as  passing 
with  the  estate  «C  the  defendant.  Now,  all  the  diligence  and  all  the 
learning  that  Mr.  Prideaux  has  brought  to  bear  upon  the  matter  have 
failed  to  enable  him  to  produce  any  authority  for  such  a  right  as  that 
which  the  defendant  here  claims.  The  case  of  Douglas  \.  Kendal,  Cro. 
Jac.  256,  was  a  prescription  for  the  owner  of  an  estate  to  take,  as  ap- 
purtenant to  that  estate,  all  the  thorns  that  should  grow  upon  the  land 
of  the  plaintiff,  to  be  used  at  the  house  and  in  the  tenement  of  the  de- 
fendant ;  and  it  falls  within  a  class  of  cases  perfectly  well  known  to  the 
law,  that  the  owner  of  an  estate  ma}'  claim,  as  appurtenant  to  that  es- 
tate, a  profit  to  be  taken  in  the  land  of  another,  to  be  used  upon  the 
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.'and  of  the  part}*  claiming  the  profit. 

present^casa^becausc  this  is  a  claimby  the  owners  nr  nppnpipr.s  pf 
defendant'  o  oloco  to  out  down  the  tj-jes  onlEe  plaintiffs  land,  and  to  sell 
and  dispose  of  them  at,  pleasure,  wholly  irrespective  of  the  land  of  the  ^ 
defendant:  —  Mr.  Prideaux  has  further  cited  the  case  of  Sir  Francis  Bar-^ 
rington,  8  Co.  Rep.  136  ;  LiforcFs  Case,  11  Co.  Rep.  46  b,  and  several 
other  cases,  which  show  that  the  owner  of  land  may  grant  to  a  man  and 
his  heirs  the  right  to  take,  for  instance,  all  the  wood  or  all  the  grass 
that  shall  grow  upon  the  land  of  the  grantor.  That  would  be  what  we 
call  a  grant  in  gross  passing  to  him  and  his  heirs  ;  and  it  may  be  con- 
strued to  mean  all  the  land  or  all  the  pasture,  that  is,  the  surface  of 
the  land  ;  or  it  may  be  construed  to  be  a  profit  a  prendre,  —  a  profit 
taken  out  of  the  land,  and  lying  in  grant.  All  the  cases  to  which 
our  attention  was  drawn  as  supporting  the  defendant's  argument  have 
been  cases  where  the  grant  is  in  gross,  to  a  man  and  his  heirs,  and 
not  to  a  man  and  all  who  may  thereafter  occupy  a  certain  close. 
That  class  of  cases,  therefore,  can  have  no  bearing  on  this.  The 
case  of  Hoskins  v.  Robins,  2  Wins.  Saund.  323,  has  been  much 
pressed.  There,  there  was  a  prescription  very  nearly  to  the  effect  of 
that  claimed  here  ;  but  I  think  the  distinction  which  I  pointed  out  in 
the  course  of  the  argument  was  one  that  is  fully  justified  by  our  law  : 
it  was  a  claim  to  have  the  pasture  by  one  of  the  customary  tenants  of  a 
manor  against  the  lord  of  the  manor.  There  are  many  rights  well 
known  in  manors,  and  capable  of  being  supported,  which  arise  entirely 
out  of,  and  are  dependent  upon,  the  peculiar  relation  between  the  lord 
and  the  copyholder  ;  but  the  analogy  cannot  be  borne  out  between  those 
cases  and  a  case  like  this.  All  cases  of  grants  are  supposed  to  pass  be- 
tween the  tenant  in  fee  simple  of  the  servient  tenement  and  the  tenant 
in  fee  simple  of  the  dominant  tenement,  wholly  irrespective  of  the  rights 
of  any  other.  The  case  of  Stanley  v.  White,  14  East,  332,  and  other 
cases  stand  upon  the  reservation  of  a  right,  —  the  reservation  of  a  right 
(construed  to  be  a  reservation  of  the  land  itself)  in  the  trees.  It  is  a 
claim  of  .the  land,  not  a  claim,  as  this  is  prescribed,  of  a  right  as  ap- 
purtenant to  the  estate,  and  yet  wholty  unconnected  with  the  estate, 
—  a  right  to  take  all  the  growth  of  a  certain  kind  upon  the  land. 
I  cannot  find  any  authority  for  such  a  claim.  The  case  of  AcJtroyd 
v.  Smith,  10  C.  B.  164,  cited  for  the  plaintiff,  is  strong  to  show  that 
the  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement  cannot  claim,  as  appurtenant  to 
that  tenement,  a  profit  wholly  unconnected  with  the  enjoyment  of  the 
right  of  property  in  the  dominant  tenement.  I  therefore  think  the 
claim  set  up  upon  the  present  occasion  is  not  supported  by  an}* 
authority,  and  that  our  judgment  must  be  against  the  defendant. 

WILLES,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  "With  reference  to  the  first 
plea,  which  sets  up  a  prescriptive  right,  it  amounts  to  this,  that,  before 
the  time  of  legal  mem  on*,  some  one  made  a  grant  to  some  one  else, 
whereby  the  occupiers  of  the  defendant's  close  for  the  time  being,  ad 
infinitum,  were  to  be  entitled  to  cut  all  the  trees  growing  in  the  close 
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of  which  the  plaintiff  was  in  possession  at  the  time  the  trespass  was 
committed.  The  simple  answer  to  that,  is,  that  it  is  not  an  incident 
which  can  be  annexed  In"  law  to  the  ownership,  much  less  to  the  occu- 
pation, of  the  land.  I  wish  to  guard  myself  against  being  supposed  to 
deny  that  then-  may  be  a  grant  by  A.  to  B.  of  the  right  to  enter  and 
cut  trees  in  a  given  close,  analogous  to  that  which  one  has  seen  in  min- 
ing setts,  of  the  right  to  enter  and  to  work  mines  within  a  given  area, 
and  to  take  away  the  minerals  there  found,  —  a  grant  of  a  right  to 
work  and  take  minerals,  unaccompanied  b}*  a  grant  of  the  mines  them- 
selves. I  also  wish  to  guard  m\-self  against  being  supposed  to  say  that 
the  interest  in  either  of  those  grants  cannot  be  assigned  over,  so  that 
the  assignee  could  not  exercise  it  against  the  original  grantor.  It  is 
unnecessary  to  express  an}'  opinion  upon  that.  But,  for  all  these  posi- 
tions, when  it  may  become  necessary  to  decide  them,  it  may  be  well 
to  refer  to  the  case  of  Muskett  v.  Hill,  5  N.  C.  694,  7  Scott,  855, 
where  it  was  held  that  a  license  to  search  for  and  raise  minerals,  and 
also  to  carry  them  awaj"  and  convert  them  to  the  licensee's  own  use. 
passes  an  interest  which  is  capable  of  being  assigned.  In  the  judg- 
ment in  that  very  important  case,  which  appears  to  have  received  great 
consideration,  a  passage  is  cited  from  Vaughan's  Reports  (Thomas 
v.  Sorrel,  Vaughan,  351),  where  it  is  said :  "  A  dispensation  or  license 
properly  passeth  no  interest,  nor  alters  or  transfers  property  in  any- 
thing, but  only  makes  an  action  lawful  which  without  it  had  been  un- 
lawful ;  as,  a  license  to  go  be}"ond  the  seas,  to  hunt  in  a  man's  park,  to 
come  into  his  house,  —  are  only  actions  which,  without  license,  had 
been  unlawful.  But  a  license  to  hunt  in  a  man's  park,  and  carry  away 
the  deer  killed  to  his  own  use  ;  to  cut  down  a  tree  in  a  man's  ground, 
and  to  carry  it  away  the  next  day  after  to  his  own  use,  —  are  licenses  as 
to  the  acts  of  hunting  and  cutting  down,  but  as  to  the  carrying  away 
the  deer  killed  and  tree  cut  down,  they  are  grants."  And,  that  such  a 
grant  to  a  man  and  his  assigns  carries  an  interest  which  is  assignable. 
appears  from  the  cases  which  are  referred  to  in  that  judgment.  <^ut_as^ 
gUir"*f,  •m'"*'-pTar>fa  MYft  b,('pn  mnfln,  "Lnpprphpiid  it  is  glejtf  the}-  can 
only  be  made  in  gross.  They  convey  an  interest  to  the  grantees,  which 
grantees,  if  they  wish  to  convej*,  must  convey  b}*  the  ordinary  convey- 
ances known  to  the  law  ;  and  it  is  not  because  the  grantee  ma}-  happen 
to  be  the  owner  of  the  close  at  the  time  at  which  the  grant  is  made  to 
him,  that  such  a  conveyance  may  be  dispensed  with  in  favor  of  the  per- 
son who  may  from  time  to  time  thereafter  become  the  owner  of  the  free- 
hold of  the  close,  or  take  the  license  of  the  owner  of  the  freehold  in  the 
close.  And  the  reason  is  a  simple  one,  and  it  will  be  found  in  that  class 
of  cases  now  not  often  referred  to,  because  the  law  depends  principally 
upon  the  Statute  of  Henn*  the  Eighth.  I  mean  the  case  of  a  convey- 
ance by  which  a  certain  incident  is  granted  which,  though  beneficial  to 
the  grantee  of  the  land  so  long  as  he  remains  the  owner  of  it,  and  bene- 
ficial in  respect  of  his  ownership  of  the  land,  can  be  of  no  benefit  to 
any  other  person.  And  the  authorities  are  to  this  effect,  that  at  com- 
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mon  law,  a  benefit  of  that  description  went  into  whosesoever  hands  the 
land  might  pass.  The  exception  was  the  case  of  landlord  and  tenant, 
where  the  benefit  runs,  but,  in  the  case  of  the  freehold  interest,  the 
benefit  only  runs,  and  the  burden  does  not,  —  a  distinction  which  has 
been  overlooked  at  least  on  one  occasion.  But  in  order  to  enable  the 
assignee  of  the  land  to  take  advantage  of  such  a  benefit,  it  must  be  a 
benefit  falling  within  the  definition  I  have  given,  —  a  definition  fre- 
quently given  with  reference  to  the  question  whether  a  covenant  runs 
with  a  reservation  in  cases  arising  under  the  Statute  of  Henry  the 
Eighth,  whether  it  was  beneficial  to  the  land  and  beneficial  in  respect 
of  the  ownership  of  the  land,  and  not  beneficial  to  an}*  other  person. 
Probably  a  further  limit  may  be  put,  namely,  whether  the  incident  was 
an  incident  of  the  ordinary  and  usual  kind.  With  these  limits,  there  is 
no  doubt  the  benefit  granted  to  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  land  might  pass 
to  the  owner  in  fee  who  succeeds  him,  either  by  inheritance  or  b}~  grant. 
The  occupier  might  well  plead  by  way  of  prescription  such  a  right,  be- 
cause it  might  have  been  acquired  b}*  grant ;  but,  in  respect  of  a  mat- 
ter that  does  not  fall  within  that  description,  it  is  perfectly  clear  it 
cannot  be  made  appurtenant ;  and,  if  it  cannot  be  made  appurtenant, 
you  cannot  of  course  prescribe  a  claim  in  respect  of  it,  but  must  claim 
by  showing  there  has  been  a  conveyance  of  the  right.  This  plea  does 
not  show  any  conveyance  of  the  right  to  him.  but  simply  shows  that  the 
tenant  or  occupier  has  the  surface  of  the  land  to  which  it  is  alleged  to 
be  annexed.  The  law  on  this  subject  is  adverted  to,  I  observe,  in  the 
3d  edition  of  Gale  on  Easements,  in  the  notes  in  pp.  10-13  ;  and  also 
in  the  case  of  Welcome  v.  Upton,  6  M.  &  W.  536,  where  the  question 
arose  whether  the  Prescription  Act  does  or  does  not  apply  to  a  case  of 
easement  in  gross.  There  is  no  doubt  an  easement  in  gross  could  not 
be  claimed  by  an  occupier  under  the  Prescription  Act,  because  under 
the  Prescription  Act,  as  has  been  pointed  out  already,  the  claim  is  by 
custom,  prescription,  or  grant ;  and  there  is  no  doubt  that  a  right  could 
not  be  acquired  under  that  Act,  by  twent}*,  thirty,  or  sixty  years'  en- 
joyment, according  as  it  might  be,  whether  an  easement  or  a  profit  a 
prendre,  except  it  was  capable  of  being  annexed  to  land  within  the  rule 
I  have  mentioned.  But  the  question  has  arisen  whether  it  is  not  pos- 
sible to  plead  a  right  in  gross  in  the  manner  pointed  out  by  the  subse- 
quent section,  not  a  section  giving  the  right,  but  a  section  giving  the 
mode  of  pleading.  It  is  perfectly  clear  to  my  mind  that  it  cannot  be 
so  pleaded  without  showing  something  more  than  that  the  person  is  in 
possession  as  occupier  ;  it  must  be  shown  that  he  is  heir  or  assignee  of 
the  person  to  whom  the  right  in  gross  has  been  granted.  The  mere 
fact  of  his  being  in  possession  does  not  show  that.  Therefore,  notwith- 
standing the  learned  discussions  that  have  taken  place  as  to  whether 
the  right  of  an  easement  in  gross  may  be  pleaded  in  the  form  given 
under  the  Prescription  Act,  it  is  quite  clear  to  my  mind  that  nothing  has 
passed  affecting  the  right  of  prescription,  and  the  fourth  and  fifth  pleas 
are  invalid.  With  respect  to  the  sixth  plea,  that  falls  under  the  same 
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principle  as  the  third.  It  speaks  of  an  express  grant,  and  the  third  plea 
speaks  of  prescription.  The  result  is  that  an  absurdity  and  an  anomaly 
in  the  law  is  excluded  by  this  judgment.  Can  an}-  one  conceive  any- 
thing moiv  absurd  than  that  B.  should  purchase  from  A.  in  1800  the 
riirht  to  all  the  trees  in  Black  Acre,  and  that  there  should  have  been  put 
into  the  conveyance  these  words,  for  the  sake  of  caution,  "  heirs,  as- 
signs, and  occupiers  or  tenants  of  A.,"  then  in  the  year  18G2,  A.  should 
lei  his  dose  of  White  Acre  to  a  tenant  from  year  to  year,  and  that  ten- 
ant should  be  allowed  to  grant  to  his  successor  any  title  to  cut  down 
the  trees  which  had  been  purchased  by  B.  of  his  ancestors  by  a  distinct 
conveyance  of  which  he  might  have  had  no  notice  whatsoever?  I  think 
all  the  pleas  are  bad. 

BVLES,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Mr.  Prideaux's  best  plea,  as 
it  seems  to  me,  is  a  plea  of  a  lost  grant,  and  that  ma}-  be  considered 
in  this  stage  of  the  discussion  as  an  existing  grant ;  and  the  effect  of  it 
is,  that  at  some  distant  period  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement 
granted  to  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  dominant  tenement,  and  to  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  the  right  to  cut  down  all  the  trees  and  wood  of 
every  description,  for  any  purpose,  to  be  used  where  he  pleased  :  and  I 
think  the  authorities  adduced  by  Mr.  Prideaux  clearly  brin<r  him  hall- 
way towards  the  goal.  They  show  that  this  is  a  profit  a  pre'iulre*  in 
which  a  man  may  have  an  inheritable  estate;  and  my  Lord -Chief  Jus- 
tin- pointed  out  in  a  very  early  stage  of  the  argument  what  was  the  real 
difficult}-.  This  may  go  to  a  man's  heirs ;  but  how  can  it  go  to  his 
assigns?  It  is  in  no  way  connected  with  the  enjoyment  of  the  domi- 
nant tenement.  There  is  really  no  more  connection  here,  than  if  the 
owner  of  an  estate  in  Northumberland  were  to  grant  a  right  of  way  to 
the  owner  of  another  estate  in  Kent ;  because,  as  lias  been  stated  (see 
tin-  case  of  Ackroyd  v.  Smith),  an  incident  of  this  nature  cannot,  even 
by  express  words  in  an  existing  deed,  be  connected  with  the  estate  by  the 
mere  act  of  the  parties.  It  must,  in  addition  to  that,  have  some  natu- 
ral connection  with  the  estate,  as  being  for  its  benefit,  or,  as  has  been 
expressed,  it  must  inhere  in  the  estate.  Therefore,  if  an  express  grant 
to  this  effect  had  been  produced  between  the  grantee  and  grantor,  and 
ir- >ing  as  between  the  heirs  of  the  grantee  and  grantor,  it  cannot  run 
with  the  estate.  Lord  Brougham  observed,  as  quoted  in  that  case,  that 
no  new  incident  can  be  connected  with  the  estate.  I  own  it  seems  to 
me  there  is  a  further  objection  to  the  plea  of  prescription,  and  also  to 
the  thirty  years'  plea  and  the  sixty  years'  plea;  and  I  agree  with  my 
iic-r  Willes,  and  I  adopt  his  expression  to  the  full  extent,  that  such 
a  claim  of  prescription  as  this  is  very  absurd.  That  being  so,  it  is  un- 
iva-ouable  :  and  it  is  laid  down  that  prescriptions  must  be  reasonable. 
It  U  not  enough  to  say  it  is  possible  to  be  granted.  Even  if  this  could 
by  law  be  granted,  I  think  it  falls  within  the  objection  to  a  prescription, 
that  it  i<4  unreasonable,  and  not  only  ought  not  to  be  inferred  by  a  jury, 
but  f'lofiof  he  inferred  in  point  of  law,  when  such  a  right  is  claimed. 
1  think,  for  these  reasons,  and  I  have  no  doubt  whatever  that  Mr. 
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Frideaux  has  laid  before  us  all  the  cases  upon  the  subject,  that  all  the 
four  pleas  are  bad,  and  the  first  three  worse  than  the  last. 

KEATING,  J.  All  the  pleas  demurred  to  in  this  case  speak  of  a  claim 
to  exercise  upon  the  land  of  another  a  right  having  no  reference  to  the 
occupation  of  the  land  to  which  the  right  so  sought  to  be  exercised  is 
alleged  to  be  attached.  That  seems  to  be,  in  a  legal  point  of  view, 
ver}*  like  a  contradiction  in  terms,  and  not  supported  by  any  authority  ; 
and  therefore  I  think  the  pleas  are  bad. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff . 

Prideaux  prayed  leave  to  amend  by  limiting  the  claim  to  trees,  &c., 
to  be  used  on  the  close  in  the  occupation  of  the  defendant. 

ERLE,  C.  J.  Upon  payment  of  costs,  the  amendment  may  be  made, 
within  eight  days  ;  otherwise  judgment.1 


HALL  v.   LAWRENCE. 
SUPREME  COCRT  OF  RHODE  ISLAND.     1852. 

[Reported  2  R.  I.  218.] 

IN  equity.  The  bill  pra}Ted  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  defendant 
from  obstructing  or  hindering  the  plaintiff  or  his  tenant,  or  the  servants 
or  agents  of  such  tenant,  in  passing  and  repassing  over  a  certain  path  or 
drift-way  to  the  shore  or  beach,  and  procuring  sand,  gravel,  and  sea- 
weed from  said  shore  or  beach  upon  or  adjoining  the  defendant's  farm, 
and  stones  (below  high-water  mark)  thereon,  and  tipping  sea-weed  on 

1  In  Huntington  v.  Asher,  96  N.  Y.  604  (1884),  one  Hogan  owned  a  tract  of  land, 
about  seventeen  acres  of  which  were  overflowed  by  a  pond  made  by  a  dam  on  a  stream. 
Hogan  sold  to  J.  H.  Asher,  in  1869,  half  an  acre  of  his  land  adjoining  the  pond,  by  a 
deed  containing  the  following  clauses  :  "And  the  party  of  the  first  part,  as  incident 
to  this  conveyance,  also  grants  and  conveys  to  the  party  of  the  second  part,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  the  exclusive  right  to  take  ice  from  the  pond  of  the  party  of  the 
first  part,  with  the  right  and  privilege  of  access  for  that  purpose  to  and  from  the  pond 
to  the  ice-house  to  be  erected  on  the  lot  hereby  conveyed.  In  consideration  of  which 
said  grant,  as  aforesaid,  the  party  of  the  second  part  hereby  covenants  and  agrees  for 
himself  and  his  heirs  and  assigns  to  furnish  and  deliver  to  the  party  of  the  first  part  (so 
long  as  he  shall  continue  to  occupy  his  present  residence),  free  of  charge,  all  the  ice 
which  he  shall  require  for  his  own  family  use,  and  also  to  furnish  and  deliver  to  the 
purchaser  or  purchasers  of  the  pond  and  mill  privilege  and  their  heirs  and  assigns,  free 
of  charge,  all  the  ice  which  they  shall  require  for  their  own  family  use,  so  long  as  they 
continue  to  reside  in  the  village  of  Rheinbeck."  J.  H.  Asher  erected  an  ice-house  on 
the  parcel  conveyed,  cut  ice  from  the  pond,  and  stored  it  in  the  ice-house.  In  1870, 
Hogan  conveyed  the  land  on  which  the  pond  was  situate  to  William  Kelly,  from 
whom,  through  a  mesne  conveyance,  it  came  to  the  plaintiff  ;  all  the  deeds  conveying 
this  land  recited  that  the  conveyance  was  subject  to  J.  H.  Asher's  right  of  taking  ice 
from  the  pond.  In  1878  J.  H.  Asher  conveyed  his  parcel,  with  its  appurtenances,  to 
the  defendant,  but  making  no  special  mention  of  any  right  to  cut  ice.  The  Court  of 
Appeals  of  New  York  held  that  the  right  to  cut  ice  was  appurtenant  to  the  defendant's 
parcel,  and  could  be  exerciseoby  jier. 
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the  bank  of  said  defendant's  farm,  as  they  had  the  right  and  had  been 
accustomed  to  do.  The  bill  further  pra3'ed  an  account  of  sca-wmi 
taken  by  the  defendant  from  said  shore,  and  for  damages  for  obstruc- 
tions to  the  use  of  the  way  afoivsaid. 

Tin-  plaintiff  claimed  the  right  of  way  (which  was  away  passing  over 
tin-  defendant's  land),  and  the  privileges  of  the  shore,  b}'  virtue  of  a 
certain  indenture  of  partition  and  various  conveyances,  and  by  virtue 
of  an  uninterrupted  user  for  more  than  twenty  3-ears.  The  cause  coin- 
ing on  for  hearing,  it  was  agreed  that  the  court,  without  considering 
the  question  of  user,  should  first  determine  the  rights  of  the  parties 
under  said  indenture  of  partition,  and  the  conveyances  by  which  they 
respectively  claimed  title  to  said  lands. 

Said  indenture  of  partition,  dated  Nov.  7,  1776,  recites  that  Nicholas 
Taylor  and  Joseph  Wanton  Taylor  are  sons  of  Robert  Taylor,  de- 
«1,  and  his  devisees  in  common  of  a  certain  farm  in  Newport,  con- 
taining one  hundred  and  thirteen  acres,  of  which  farm  they,  b}T  said 
indenture,  make  partition  by  metes  and  bounds,  assigning  the  south 
part  of  said  farm,  containing  fifty-nine  acres  and  three  quarters  of  an 
acre,  to  said  Nicholas,  and  the  north  part,  containing  forty-nine  acres 
and  three  quarters  of  an  acre,  to  the  said  Joseph  W.  The  indenture 
then  proceeds  :  u  And  the  said  Joseph  Wanton  Taylor  doth  also  cove- 
nant, promise,  and  agree  that  the  said  Nicholas  Taylor,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  shall  have  a  drift-way  through  the  meadow-land  of  him  the 
>aid  Joseph  Wanton  Taylor,  where  the  path  or  drift-way  now  is,  and 
the  said  Nicholas  Taylor  and  the  said  Joseph  Wanton  Taylor  do  hereby 
agree  that  they,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  shall  and  will  at  all  times  for- 
ever hereafter  be  at  equal  charge  and  expense  in  maintaining  and 
keeping  in  good  order  the  gates  and  lanes  that  are  adjoining  on  said 
drift-way,  and  the  said  Nicholas  Taylor  doth  grant  free  liberty  of  cany- 
ing  away  gravel  and  sea-weed  off  the  beach  belonging  to  his  part  of 
said  farm,  and  also  stones  below  high-water  mark  on  said  beach,  to  the 
said  Joseph  Wanton  Taylor,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  as  also  the  liberty 
to  tip  the  sea-weed  on  the  bank  on  his  part  of  said  land." 

P.y  a  deed  dated  March  12th,  1803,  Joseph  W.  Taylor  conveyed  to 
Nicholas  Taylor  in  fee,  from  the  south  side  of  the  tract  of  land  assigned 
to  him.  a  tract  of  land  containing  thirty  acres,  describing  the  same, 
••  together  with  all  and  singular  the  ways,  waters,  fences,  improve- 
ments, rights,  profits,  privileges,  and  appurtenances  to  the  same  be- 
longing or  in  any  way  appertaining,  with  the  reversions  thereof,  and  all 
the  estate,  right,  title,  claim,  and  demand  whatever  of  me,  the  said 
Joseph  W.  Taylor,  of,  in,  and  to  the  same." 

By  deed,  dated  August  4th,  1812,  the  said  Joseph  W.  conve3-ed  all 
tin-  residue  of  the  land  assigned  to  him  b}' said  indenture  of  partition  to 
George  Armstrong,  together  with  all  rights  and  privileges,  &c.  "  Ami 
all  the  privileges  and  appurtenances  which  I,  the  grantor,  now  have,  of 
taking  and  carrying  away  gravel  and  sea-weed  off  the  beach  belonging 
to  Nicholas  Taylor,  and  all  stones  below  high- water  mark  on  said 
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beach,  and  also  to  tip  the  sea-weed  on  the  bank  of  the  said  Nicholas 
Taylor's  land." 

By  deed  dated  Ju\y  31st,  1813,  Nicholas  Taylor  mortgaged  to  the 
President,  Directors,  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  Rhode  Island  the 
tract  of  land  of  thirty  acres  which  he  had  purchased  in  March,  1803, 
of  Joseph  W.  Taylor,  describing  the  same  b}r  metes  and  bounds,  and  as 
"  the  same  estate  which  I  purchased  of  my  brother,  the  said  Joseph  W. 
Taylor  —  To  have  and  to  hold  the  said  granted  and  bargained  premises, 
with  all  the  appurtenances,  privileges,  and  commodities  to  the  same 
belonging,  &c."  And,  March  19th,  1819,  the  mortgagees  were  let  into 
possession  of  the  premises  under  their  mortgage,  as  provided  by  the 
Statute,  and  held  the  same  down  to  1822.  On  January  4th,  1822, 
the  said  mortgagees  transferred  to  the  said  George  Armstrong  their 
mortgage  deed  and  all  their  right,  title,  &c.,  which  they  had  in  and  to 
the  lands  therein  described  and  thereby  pledged  and  mortgaged,  sub- 
ject to  the  equity  of  redemption  therein  of  said  Nicholas  and  the  right 
of  dower  of  his  wife. 

By  deed  dated  July  4th,  1835,  the  said  George  Armstrong  conveyed 
to  the  plaintiff,  David  P.  Hall,  the  above-named  lot  of  land  of  thirty 
acres,  and  the  lot  of  land  of  nineteen  and  three  quarters  acres,  which 
he  purchased  of  Joseph  W.  Taylor,  being  the  whole  of  the  land  of  forty- 
nine  and  three  quarters  acres,  assigned  to  the  said  Joseph  W.  under 
the  indenture  of  partition  between  him  and  said  Nicholas  —  "To  have 
and  to  hold  the  said  granted  premises,  with  all  the  appurtenances,  privi- 
leges, and  commodities  to  the  same  belonging  or  in  any  way  apper- 
taining." 

The  defendant  deduced  his  title  as  follows  :  — 

By  deed  dated  September  5th,  1808,  the  said  Nicholas  Taylor  mort- 
gaged to  Elisha  Coggeshall  the  said  fifty-nine  and  three  quarters  acres, 
set  off  to  him  by  the  aforesaid  indenture  of  partition,  and  on  March  7th, 
1818.  the  executor  of  said  Elisha  took  possession  of  said  premises,  by 
virtue  of  a  writ  of  possession,  and,  February  12th,  1835,  the  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non  of  the  estate  of  said  Elisha  conveyed  to  the  afore- 
said George  Armstrong,  and  to  one  John  Wilbour,  all  the  right,  title, 
and  interest  qf  said  Elisha  in  the  aforesaid  premises,  and  assigned  to 
them  the  mortgage  thereof,  and  the  judgment  of  court  rendered  for 
possession  of  said  premises. 

By  deed  dated  January  7th,  1836,  the  said  George  Armstrong 
gi'anted,  released,  and  quit-claimed  all  his  right,  title,  and  interest  in 
and  to  the  said  Nicholas  Taylor  farm  to  the  said  John  Wilbour. 

By  deed  dated  September  5th,  1836,  the  said  John  Wilbour  (his  wife  re- 
linquishing dower)  conveyed  to  the  defendant,  William  Beach  Lawrence, 
the  whole  of  the  said  Nicholas  Taylor  farm  in  fee.  And  the  deed  con- 
tained the  following  i-eservation  :  "Also  saving  and  excepting  a  right 
which  the  proprietor  of  the  adjoining  farm  has  to  take,  carry  away,  and 
tip  sea-weed,  and  to  cany  awa}"  stones  from  below  high-water  mark 
from  the  south  shore  of  said  farm,  and  any  claim  which  George  Arm- 
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strong  may  have  personally,  by  virtue  of  an  agreement  heretofore 
entered  into  between  myself  and  said  Armstrong,  and  said  Armstrong's 
subsequent  deed,  to  use  of  one  half  of  the  afore-described  premises." 

The  agreement  above  referred  to  was  an  agreement  dated  February 
17th,  1835,  between  said  Wilbour  and  Armstrong,  by  which  said  Ann- 
strong  agreed  that  he  would  not,  within  six  }"ears,  sell  his  undivided 
half  of  the  Nicholas  Taylor  farm  to  any  one  except  said  Wilbour,  and 
that  Wilbour  should  at  any  time  within  six  years  have  the  right  to  pur- 
chase the  same,  upon  paying  the  sum  which  said  Armstrong  paid  for 
the  same  ;  and  it  was  agreed,  "  if  said  Wilbour  shall  purchase  as  afore- 
said, the  said  Armstrong,  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  shall  have  an 
equal  privilege  to  get  sea-weed  on  the  east  and  south  shores  of  said 
farm,  —  that  is,  the  said  Armstrong,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  get  the 
sea- weed  one  week  at  the  east  shore,  and  in  that  week  the  said  Wilbour, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  get  sea-weed  at  the  south  shore,"  and  the  next 
week  vice  versa,  and  so  alternately  ;  "  the  said  Armstrong,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  to  have  the  privilege  of  tipping  up  sea-weed  on  the  bank  of  the 
east  shore,  the  said  Wilbour,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  forever  have  a 
right  of  way  for  carting,  &c.,  from  said  farm  as  follows :  to  keep  the 
drift-way  towards  said  Armstrong's  house  until  it  comes  into  the  way 
leading  into  town.  It  is  also  agreed  that  said  Armstrong,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  when  getting  sea-weed,  is  to  keep  the  way  or  path  westerly 
to  meet  the  old  path  generally  used  from  the  east  shore." 

It  further  appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  on  the  14th  of  October,  1843, 
conveyed  the  said  Joseph  W.  Taylor  farm  to  one  Thomas  R.  Martin, 
who,  on  the  27th  of  October,  1847,  reconve3'ed  the  same  to  the  plain- 
tiff; and  that  on  the  18th  of  September,  1850,  the  plaintiff  conveyed  to 
Robert  II.  Ives  about  nine  and  a  quarter  acres  of  said  farm,  being  part 
of  the  nineteen  and  three  quarters  acres  retained  by  Joseph  W.  Taylor 
when  he  made  the  conveyance  of  March  12,  1803,  to  Nicholas,  but  by 
said  deed  expressly  reserved  the  said  privileges  of  sand,  gravel,  and 
sea-weed  upon  the  south  shore  of  the  said  Taylor  farm,  and  of  tipping 
the  sea-weed  on  the  bank  thereof,  as  appurtenant  to  the  residue  of  the 
said  Joseph  W.  Taylor  farm,  retained  by  the  plaintiff. 

Carpenter  and  Turner,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Ames<  for  respondent. 

BRAYTOX.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  plaintiff  claims  in  this  case  a  right  to  enter  upon  the  land  of  the 
defendant,  being  the  farm  set  off  to  Nicholas  Taylor  in  the  deed  of  par- 
tition of  177G,  and  to  take  and  cany  awa}'  from  the  shore  thereof, 
mentioned  in  the  deed  of  partition,  sea-weed,  gravel,  and  stone  in  any 
quantity  without  limit  at  his  will  and  pleasure,  and  to  make  merchandise 
thereof  for  his  profit,  and  a  right  of  way  to  pass  and  repass  to  and 
from  said  shore  over  the  defendant's  land  for  that  purpose. 

This  right  he  claims  as  a  right  in  gross,  though,  by  the  deed  of  par- 
tition, he  claims  that  it  was  originally  made  appurtenant  to  the  north 
farm  >et  off  iu  said  deed  to  Joseph  W.  Taylor,  under  whom  he  claims. 
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The  arguments  both  for  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  proceed  upon  the 
assumption  that  the  right  of  taking  sea-weed,  gravel,  and  stone,  what- 
ever it  was,  was  originally  appurtenant  to  the  estate  of  Joseph  W.  Tay- 
lor ;  and,  indeed,  if  it  were  not  appurtenant,  it  is  evident  the  plaintiff 
has  no  title,  for  his  deed  from  Armstrong  describes  no  such  right,  and 
unless  it  was  appurtenant  at  the  time,  he  takes  nothing  b}'  his  deed. 

In  order  to  ascertain  what  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  now  are,  it  is 
necessary  to  inquire,  first,  what  were  the  rights  originally  granted  in 
said  deed  to  Joseph  W.  Taylor. 

By  the  terms  of  the  deed,  after  setting  off  to  Nicholas  the  south  part 
of  the  original  farm,  upon  which  portion  was  all  the  beach,  and  setting 
off  to  Joseph  the  north  part,  which  was  less  in  quantity,  and  we  may  pre- 
sume, without  a  beach  privilege,  less  in  value,  the  deed  then  proceeds 
and  says :  "  And  the  said  Nicholas  Taylor  doth  grant  free  liberty  of 
carrying  awa}-  gravel  and  sea- weed  off  the  beach,  belonging  to  his  part 
of  said  farm,  and,  also,  stones  below  high-water  mark  on  said  beach,  to 
the  said  Joseph  W.  Ta3'lor,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  and,  also,  liberty  to 
tip  the  sea-weed  on  the  bank  on  his  part  of  said  land." 

This  grant  is  made  doubtless  to  equalize  the  partition,  to  render  the 
north  part  (which  had  no  shore  where  sand  and  sea-weed  might  be  ob- 
tained for  improving  and  fertilizing  the  land,  and  it  may  be  less  facili- 
ties for  obtaining  stone  for  building  and  fencing)  equal  in  value  with 
the  south  part. 

It  will  be  seen, .also,  that  the  grant  is  not  limited  in  terms  as  to  quan- 
tity, nor  is  it  defined  in  terms  to  what  uses  it  shall  be  applied,  or  for 
what  purposes  taken,  so  as  to  furnish  a  just  measure  of  the  amount 
which  Joseph  might  take. 

We  must,  however,  presume  that  it  is  not  to  be  entirely  without  limit, 
extending  to  the  entire  quantity  of  gravel,  sea-weed,  or  stone  upon  the 
shore,  and  thereby  excluding  Nicholas ;  but  that  the  right  of  Joseph, 
was  to  be  a  right  in  common  with  Nicholas.  So  it  must  have  been  the 
intent  of  the  parties,  that,  as  the  right  was  created  for  the  benefit  of  the 
north  shore,  and  as  it  must  have  some  limit  as  to  the  amount,  it  should 
be  limited  in  extent  to  the  uses  of  the  land  set  off  to  Joseph,  and  so  it 
must  necessarily  become  appurtenant ;  Joseph  would  not,  however,  be 
confined  to  so  much  only  as  might  be  necessary  of  necessity  to  the 
estate,  but  as  the  grant  was  liberal — "free  liberty" — might  take  so 
much  as  he  might  have  occasion  to  use  for  any  purpose  upon  the 
estate.  m 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  contends  that  under  this  grant,  upon  a  just 
construction  of  it,  Joseph  originally  had  a  right  to  take  for  sale  and 
profit,  without  regard  to  any  use  ;  and  the  case  of  Phillips  v.  Rhodes, 
7  Met.  322,  is  cited  to  that  point,  in  which  it  is  held,  that  under  a  right 
of  common  to  take  sea-weed  appurtenant  to  the  estate  and  intended  for 
a  dressing  for  the  land,  it  might  when  taken  be  applied  to  that  use  or 
sold.  No  reason  is  given,  nor  authority  cited,  and  we  are  left  upon  the 
authority  of  the  case  alone.  It  is  not  easy  to  perceive  the  reason,  if 
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the  extent  of  the  right  were  to  be  measured  by  the  use  and  purposes 

\     of  the  estate.     But  without  determining  whether  when  once  taken  for 

)     use,  the  part}'  might  not  forego  the  benefit  of  it  to  his  estate  and  sell  to 

\       another,  the  conclusion  we  think  is  warranted  that  the  salt-  would  not 

\      give  him  a  right  to  take  more  than  reasonably  he  might  have  taken  had 

V  he  thought  fit  to  use  it  upon  the  estate. 

The  effect  of  the  grant  in  the  deed  of  partition  is  to  create  a  right  of 
common  for  sea-weed,  gravel  and  stone,  in  favor  of  the  north  farm  set 
off  to  Joseph,  and  as  appurtenant  thereto,  to  be  exercised  on  the  shore 
of  the  estate  set  otf  to  Nicholas,  giving  a  right  to  take  so  much  as  the 
owner  of  the  north  shore  might  think  proper  or  profitable  to  use  on  the 
estate. 

There  passed  also,  as  incident  to  this  grant,  a  right  of  passing  and 
repassing  to  and  from  the  shore  over  the  land  of  Nicholas,  in  some  con- 
venient place  for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  profit.  This  was  necessary 
to  the  enjoyment  of  the  right  of  common  granted,  and  would  therefore 
pass  by  an  implied  grant,  and  accompany  and  follow  the  principal 
grant  so  long  as  it  existed,  and  only  become  extinguished  with  the 
extinction  of  the  common  itself. 

So  also  a  grant  of  land,  over  which  the  grantor  has  a  way  of  neces- 
sity to  him  for  the  enjoyment  of  another  estate,  does  not  extinguish  the 
way,  but  the  way  is  by  implication  reserved. 

This  right  of  way  incident  to  the  right  of  common  falls  under  the 
head  of  secondary  easements  ;  and  the  objection  raised,  that  it  was  not 
appurtenant  to  the  north  farm,  and  would  not  pass  under  the  term 
44  appurtenance,"  is  not  tenable. 

Did  these  rights  pass  to  the  plaintiff?  George  Armstrong,  by  bis 
deed  of  July  4th,  1835,  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff  all  the  land  originally 
set  off  to  Joseph  W.  Taylor  in  the  deed  of  partition  of  1776,  with  the 
appurtenances  ;  and  whatever  rights  of  common  were  then  appurtenant 
to  the  lands  conveyed,  or  to  any  portion  of  them,  passed  to  the  plaintiff. 
Our  inquiry  then  must  be  directed  to  the  title  which  Armstrong  had  to 
the  common. 

Armstrong's  title  to  the  land  is  derived  to  him  by  two  separate  con- 
veyances. By  the  deed  from  Joseph  W.  Taylor,  of  August  12,  1813 
[4,  1812],  he  acquired  title  to  nineteen  and  three  quarters  acres,  a  por- 
tion of  the  land  originally  set  off  to  Joseph,  "  and  all  the  privileges  and 
appurtenances  which  I,  the  grantor,  now  have  of  taking  and  carrying 
away  gravel  and  sea-weed  and  all  stones  below  thigh-water  mark  on 
'said  beach,  and  also  to  tip  the  sea- weed  on  the  beach  of  the  said 
Nicholas  Taylor's  land."  Such  are  the  words  of  the  grant. 

But  whether  any  right  of  common  then  remained  appurtenant  to  the 
nineteen  and  three  quarters  acres,  must  depend  upon  the  effect  which 
is  to  be  given  to  the  conveyance  of  Joseph  W.  Taylor  to  his  brother 
Nicholas,  of  March  12,  1803.  By  that  deed  Joseph  conveyed  to  Nich- 
olas thirty  acres,  part  of  the  share  set  off  to  him,  to  which  the  whole 
right  of  common  was  made  appurtenant. 
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The  (Wpnda.ntVt»(mffirel-claims  that  the  effect  of  the  conveyance  of 
the  thirty_acres  portion  of  the  dominant  estate  is  the  extinguishment  nf 

the"wnoTe  common. 

Jjl£  fir°*rqnogfiQiL here  raised  is  whether  this  right_of  common  was 
divisible,  and  might  or  not  be  apportioned  to  the  several  parts  of  the 
clomiuanLestate  upon  a  severance  of  the  estate!  In  regard  to~Yiguts  of 
common  which  by  law  are  indivisible,  a  conveyance  of  any  portion  of 
the  dominant  estate  will  extinguish  the  whole,  as  in  the  case  of  common 
of  estovers,  Van  Rensselaer  v.  Raddiff,  10  Wend.  639  ;  Livingston  v. 
jKetchum,  1  Barb.  S.  C.  R.  592  ;  and  the  reason  assigned  is  that  the 
service  is  entire  and  appurtenant  to  an  entire  estate,  and  not  being 
divisible,  it  cannot  be  appurtenant  to  part  of  the  estate  as  an  entire 
service. 

There  are,  however,  other  rights  of  common  which  are  in  law  divis- 
ible ;  and  in  all  such  cases  it  ma}-  be  apportioned  to  the  several  parts  of 
the  dominant  estate  upon  its  severance  by  different  conveyances.  A 
right  of  pasture  for  cattle  sans  nombre  is  of  this  kind.  In  such  case  it 
is  held  that  though  the  right  be  unlimited  in  terms,  yet  it  is  intended 
for  the  use  of  the  estate  and  limited  to  such  cattle  as  may  be  kept  upon 
the  dominant  estate  or  upon  any  portion  of  it,  and  equally  upon  any 
portion,  so  that  upon  a  division  of  the  dominant  estate  and  upon 
apportionment  of  the  service  to  the  several  parts,  the  servient  estate  is 
not  charged  to  an}'  greater  extent  than  before  or  with  more  cattle. 
And  the  rule  is  that  wherever  the  common  is  admeasurable,  the  common 
is  apportionable.  Tyrringhcim's  Case,  4  Co.  35.  But  the  right,  being 
measured  by  the  uses  of  the  estate,  cannot  be  severed  from  the  estate 
and  granted  over.  Drury  v.  Kent,  Cro.  J.  15. 

The  right  in  the  present  case  is  of  the  same  nature.  It  is  intended 
for  the  use  of  the  estate  and  for  every  acre  of  it,  and  that  equally ;  and 
whether  the  right  be  divided  or  not,  the  measure  is  the  same.  It  ma}- 
therefore  be  divided,  and,  by  a  conveyance  of  a  part  of  the  dominant 
estate,  it  would  be  apportioned  to  the  part  conveyed,  and  so  much 
might  well  pass  with  it  under  the  term  "  appurtenance." 

This  conveyance  may  be  affected  by  another  rule,  for  though  the 
common  may  be  in  its  nature  divisible  and  apportionable,  yet,  if  the 
effect  of  the  conveyance  is  to  surcharge  the  servient  estate,  it  shall  not 
only  not  be  apportioned,  but  shall  become  extinct  for  the  whole. 

And  for  the  same  reason  it  is,  that  a  release  of  a  portion  of  the  ser- 
vient estate  or  purchase  of  part  of  the  servient  by  the  sole  owner  of  the 
dominant  shall  extinguish.  In  Rotherham  v.  Green,  Cro.  E.  593, 
there  was  a  release  of  part  of  the  land  in  which,  &c.  In  Kimpton  v. 
Bellamyes,  Leonard,  43,  the  owner  of  the  dominant  purchased  two 
acres  of  forty  of  the  servient  estate.  In  these  cases  the  effect  was  to 
surcharge  the  residue.  So,  in  Tyrringham's  Case,  4  Co.  35. 

In  Wild's  Case,  8  Co.  156,  there  was  a  conveyance  of  five  acres  of 
the  forty  contained  in  the  dominant,  and  on  the  same  reasoning  it  was 
held  that  the  servient  estate  was  no  more  chargeable  upon  the  sever- 
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ancc  o;  the  dorcinan'  estate  than  before,  for  that  the  five  acres  were 
entitled  to  common  for  the  cattle  ievant  and  couchant  thereon  as  oefore., 
and  for  no  more. 

And  the  rulejlndnrible  from  nil  f.hn  rusvs^in,  nr\  hnfow  stated,  that 
if  the  effect  ofthe  conveyance  is  to  surcharge  the  common,  and  burden 
to  a  jgreatcr^xtcnt  the  scrvTopt  jsstateT'Ttshall  extinguish  ;  if  other- 
vri  "r  thcro  ehull  K?  nn  nj>pr>''ti'/">"™n"fj  and  such  portion  will  pass  as 
a  i  )[)urteflaiit  _  _ 

By  this  rule  the  portion  of  common  belonging  to  the  thirty  acres 
would  become  severed  from  the  residue,  which  would  remain  appurte- 
nant to  the  nineteen  and  three  quarters  acres  retained  by  Joseph  Tay- 
lor, and  the  thirty  acres  would  become  a  distinct  dominant  estate. 

But  inasmuch  ns  thn  144^-4^  *ht>  r>nn»ingnf-.  estate,  by  virtue  of  the 
ftonvpynnra>T  bename  united  ia-the  hands  of  Nicholas  with  the  servient 
rntnffy  nil  the  rnmmnn  nppnrtrmnt  to  the  thirt}*  acres  thereby  became 
by  unitj'  nLjitlp  It  has  not  been  revived  by  any  of  the 
so  n^  fro_pfts«  by  the  term  "  appurtenance  "  in  the  deed  of 


_ 
Armstrong  to  the  plainrnTT 

The  defendant's  counsel  claims  that,  although  such  would  be  the 
effect  of  the  deed  to  a  ^stranger,  who  immediate!}'  conve^-s  to  the  ser- 
vient owner,  yet,  if  made  directly  to  the  servient  owner,  the  whole  is 
extinguished. 

Now,  bearing  in  inind  the  reasoning  on  the  cases  generally  upon  the 
subject,  and  the  rules  deducible  from  them,  we  should  not  expect  to  find 
a  case  in  which  it  should  be  held  that,  where  the  conveyance  does  not 
directly  surcharge  the  common  remaining,  and  where  the  servient  owner 
can  in  nowise  suffer  injury,  the  whole  common  should  become  extin- 
guished, and  that  against  the  apparent  intent  of  the  parties,  but  that 
effect  would  be  given  in  such  case  to  the  clear  intent. 

There  is,  however,  in  Tyrrinyharrf  s  Case,  the  annunciation  of  such 
a  rule  as  the  defendant's  counsel  claims.  It  is  this  :  that  common 
appurtenant  cannot  be  extinct  in  part  and  in  esse  for  part  b}'  act  of  the 
parties,  for  that  common  appurtenant  was  against  common  right. 
Taken  in  the  broad  sense  which  counsel  gives  it,  and  independent  of  the 
connection  in  which  it  is  used,  it  might  support  the  ground  which  the 
counsel  assumes.  But  taken  with  its  connection,  it  is  evident  that  it 
was  not  applied,  or  intended  to  apply,  to  such  a  case  as  is  now  before 
us.  The  same  rule  exists  in  relation  to  rent-charge,  which  is  said  to  be 
against  common  right  as  distinguished  from  rent-service,  which  is 
deemed  of  common  right. 

The  only  American  case  cited  upon  this  point  is  that  of  Livingston 
v.  Ten  Broeck^  16  Johns.  14;  and  as  this  is  claimed  to  conclude  this 
point,  it  will  be  necessary  to  examine  it  with  a  little  particularity. 

The  statement  of  the  case  shows  that  a  certain  estate,  called  the 
Vosburg  farm,  was  entitled  to  common  in  a  large  pasture  within  the 
manor  of  Livingston,  and  that  Henry  Livingston  was  sole  owner  of 
fifty  fures  of  land,  parcel  of  the  tract  in  which  common  was  to  be 
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taken  ;  but  as  it  did  not  appear  whether  or  not  the  conveyance  to  Henry 
Livingston  comprehended  a  portion  of  the  Vosburg  farm,  a  new  trial 
was  necessary,  and  Mr.  Justice  Spencer,  who  delivered  the  opinion 
thereupon,  says  he  does  not  see  how  the  question  can  now  be  raised  ; 
but,  in  view  of  a  new  trial,  it  is  proper  that  the  court  should  express 
an  opinion,  and  he  proceeds  to  give  it.  He  then  deduces  the  general 
rule,  and  says  the  governing  principle  is,  that  injustice  shall  not  be  done 
to  the  servient  estate ;  and  if  it  shall  be  found  that  Henry  Livingston 
purchased  part  of  the  Vosburg  farm  (which  was  the  dominant  estate, 
he  being  owner  of  a,  portion  only  of  the  servient),  the  whole  common 
should  be  extinguished,  because  he  is  then  interested  in  discharging  his 
own  land,  and  surcharging  the  residue. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  case,  or  in  the  opinion  delivered,  which  indi- 
cates any  intention  in  the  court  to  go  beyond  the  Case  of  Tyrringham. 
The  whole  opinion  is  based  upon  that  case,  which,  as  Justice  Spencer 
remarks,  was  affirmed  for  good  law  in  Wild's  Case,  and  had  never  been 
overruled. 

Now  Tyrring ham's  Case,  when  carefully  examined,  it  will  be  seen, 
does  not  come  up  to  the  point  made  by  the  defendant's  counsel.  That 
was  a  case  involving  the  same  principles  as  that  of  Livingston  v.  Ten 
Broeck.  It  was  this  :  Boniface  Pickering  was  the  owner  of  forty  acres, 
part  of  a  tract  of  seventy  acres,  which  constituted  the  servient  estate 
(the  residue,  thirty  acres,  being  owned  by  one  John  Pickering).  He 
purchased  the  whole  of  the  dominant  estate.  It  was  resolved  "  that 
when  part  of  the  land  to  which,  &c.,  is  aliened,  then  ever}- of  them  may 
prescribe  to  have  common  for  cattle  levant  and  couchant  upon  the  land ; 
and  in  none  of  these  cases  any  prejudice  accrues  to  the  tenant  of  the 
land  in  which,  &c.,  for  he  shall  not  be  charged  with  more  upon  the 
matter  than  before  the  severance ;  and  God  forbid  "  (say  the  court) 
"  the  law  should  not  be  so,  when  part  of  the  land  to  which,  &c.,  is 
aliened,  for  otherwise,  many  commons  in  England  would  be  extin- 
guished and  lost."  And  it  was  agreed  that  such  common  as  is  ad- 
measurable  shall  remain  after  severance  of  part  of  the  land  to  which, 
&c.  But  inasmuch  as  the  court  resolved  that  the  common  was  appur- 
tenant, and  not  appendant,  and  so  against  common  right,  it  was  ad- 
judged that  by  the  said  purchase  the  common  was  extinct ;  (and  the 
reason)  "  for  in  such  case  common  appurtenant  cannot  be  extinct  in 
part  and  in  esse  for  part  by  act  of  the  parties."  Now,  the  case  was  : 
the  owner  of  part  of  the  servient  became  owner  of  the  whole  dominant, 
and  so  interested  in  surcharging  the  residue  of  the  servient. 

But,  in  order  full}'  to  understand  the  case  and  the  point  immediately 
before  the  court,  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  so  far  as  the  severance 
and  apportionment  of  the  common  to  the  dominant  estate  is  concerned, 
there  is  no  difference  in  the  rule  of  law  applicable  to  common  appurte- 
nant or  common  appendant.  In  either  case,  upon  severance  of  the 
dominant  estate  the  common  was  apportionable.  The  difference  be- 
tween the  two  related  to  the  servient  estate,  and  the  court  in  a  pre- 
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ceding  part  of  the  case  had  resolved  that  common  appendant,  being  of 
common  right,  might  not  only  be  apportioned  to  the  land  to  which,  &c., 
but  would  also  be  apportioned  upon  the  severance  of  the  estate  in  which, 
&c. ;  and  they  say,  that  as  to  this  kind  of  common,  if  the  commoner  aliene 
part  the  land  in  which,  &c.,  yet  the  common  shall  be  apportioned.  But 
it  was  not  so  with  common  appurtenant.  In  such  case  there  could  be 
no  apportionment  to  the  servient  estate.  And,  therefore,  the  court 
were  obliged  to  say,  referring  particularly  to  the  part  of  the  case  before 
them,  that  by  this  purchase  the  common  was  extinct  for  the  whole,  for 
in  such  case  common  appurtenant  could  not  be  extinct  in  part  and  in 
esse  for  part  by  act  of  the  parties. 

There  never  was  any  difficulty  in  releasing  a  portion  of  the  service 
charged  upon  the  servient  estate.  The  only  difficulty  was  in  releasing 
an}'  portion  of  the  servient  estate  wholly  from  all  service,  and  that, 
because  it  could  not  be  apportioned. 

The  points  resolved  in  Tyrringham's  Case  might  then  well  be 
affirmed  for  good  law  as  they  were  in  Wild's  Case,  where  it  is  said  : 
"It  was  well  agreed  that  common  appendant  was  of  common  right 
severable  ;  and  although  the  commoner  in  such  case  purchase  parcel  of 
the  land  in  which,  &c.,  yet  the  common  shall  be  apportioned ;  but  in 
such  case  common  appurtenant  and  not  appendant  by  purchase  of  par- 
cel of  the  land  in  which,  &c.,  is  extinct,  for  the  causes  and  reasons 
given  in  Tyrringham's  Case  ;"  and  as  a  further  reason  :  "  It  was  folly 
for  the  commoner  to  intermeddle  with  part  of  the  land  in  which,  &c., 
which  belonged  not  to  him  ;  but  when  he  intermeddled  but  only  witli 
his  own  land  by  alienation  thereof,  it  shall  not  turn  to  his  prejudice,  for 
that  it  is  not  against  an}*  rule  of  law,  as  the  other  case." 

The  agreement  entered  into  between  Armstrong  and  Wilbour,  July 
[Feb.]  17, 1835,  which  was  referred  to  as  affecting  this  right,  we  do  not 
see  has  any  effect  to  vary  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  this  respect.  That 
agreement  is  intended  to  create  a  new  right  in  the  contingency  that  Wil- 
bour should  purchase  the  right  of  his  co-tenants.  There  was  no  convey- 
ance of  any  lands  to  which  it  could  be  appurtenant  by  implication,  and  it 
is  not  expressly  made  appurtenant  to  any.  It  must  have  been  when  it 
came  in  esse  a  right  in  gross,  and,  had  it  been  intended  to  be  appurte- 
nant, it  was  not  in  esse  at  the  time  of  Armstrong's  conveyance  to  the 
plaintiff,  so  as  to  pass  by  the  deed. 

Neither  can  the  exception  in  the  covenant  of  warranty  made  by  Wil- 
bour in  his  conveyance  to  the  defendant  vary  those  rights.  There  was  a 
right  of  common  in  the  estate  conveyed,  appurtenant  to  the  nineteen 
and  three  quarters  acres,  and  he  excepts,  —  "a  right  which  the  owner  of 
the  adjoining  farm  has  ;  "  and  his  exception  was  equally  necessary  to  his 
protection,  whether  the  right  were  appurtenant  to  the  whole  farm,  or  to 
the  smallest  portion  of  it  only.  It  is  a  recognition  of  such  right  to 
some  extent,  and  is  sufficiently  answered  by  the  smallest  extent. 

We  are  then,  upon  the  whole,  of  the  opinion  that  the  deed  from 
Joseph  W.  Taylor  to  Nicholas  Taylor  of  the  thirty  acres  operated  as 
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a  severance  and  apportionment  of  the  common,  and  that  the  part 
apportioned  to  the  thirty  acres  became  extinguished  and  lost ;  but  that 
the  conveyance  did  not  operate  to  extinguish  the  residue  of  the  common 
apportionable  to  the  nineteen  and  three  quarters  acres,  and  that  so 
much  passed  by  Armstrong's  deed  of  July  4th,  1835,  to  the  plain- 
tiff, with  a  right  of  way  as  incident  to  it  and  necessary  to  the 
enjoyment. 

Had  the  plaintiff  remained  owner  of  the  whole  of  this  lot  of  nineteen 
and  three  quarters  acres,  he  would  still  have  been  entitled  to  the  com- 
mon appurtenant.  But  his  right  has  again  been  affected  by  his  convey- 
ance to  Robert  H.  Ives  of  nine  and  three  quarters  acres,  part  of  the 
nineteen  and  three  quarters  acres.  Had  he  made  no  reservation  of  the 
common  in  that  deed,  there  would  have  been  an  apportionment,  and 
Ives  would  have  taken  the  portion  belonging  to  nine  and  three  quarters 
acres ;  for  though  such  common  may  be  apportioned,  it  could  not  be 
severed  from  the  estate  and  granted  over,  Drury  v.  Kent,  Cro.  J.  15, 
and,  because  it  could  not  be  severed,  the  plaintiff  could  not  retain  it 
to  himself.  If  it  exist  at  all,  it  must  exist  with  the  estate,  the  uses  of 
which  it  is  to  attend  and  minister  to. 

The  plaintiff,  then,  at  the  time  of  filing  his  bill  in  this  case,  had  a 
right  of  common  to  take  from  the  shore  of  the  defendant's  estate  sea- 
weed and  gravel,  and  stones  below  high-water  mark,  at  all  times  at  his 
will  and  pleasure,  for  such  purposes  as  he  might  think  proper  to  use 
them  upon  his  estate  ;  but  this  right  did  not  extend  to  the  thirty  acres 
to  which  Armstrong  derived  title  under  the  mortgage  of  Nicholas  Fry 
[Taylor]  to  the  Bank  of  Rhode  Island,  all  right  being  extinguished  as 
to  that,  but  was  limited  to  that  portion  of  the  nineteen  and  three  quar- 
ters acres  conveyed  by  Joseph  W.  Taylor  to  Armstrong,  by  deed  of 
August  12,  1813  [4,  1812],  which  the  plaintiff  has  not  conveyed  to 
Robert  H.  Ives  ;  and  he  had  also  a  right  of  way  to  and  from  his  said 
land  to  the  shore  for  the  purpose  of  exercising  this  right  as  incident 
and  necessary  to  its  enjoj'ment. 

This  is  the  extent  of  his  right  in  our  view  upon  the  deeds  and  con- 
veyances put  before  us. 
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[Reported  Cro.  Car.  510.] 

ACTION  on  the  case.  Whereas  the  plaintiff  is  owner  of  a  common  inn 
in  Eastgestock,  that  tbedefeiidaBi-aftftlloiouol}'  orocted  a  tallow-furnace, 
and  boiled  therein  mucifstinking  tallow,  to  the  great  annoyance  of  him 
and  his  guests  ;  aUcTby  reason  of  such  stench,  arising  thereupon,  many 
of  his  guests  left  his  house,  and  many  of  his  family  became  unhealthful. 
Upon  not  guilty  pleaded,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff. 

Germyn,  Serjt.,  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  an  action  lies 
not,  for  he,  being  a  tallow-chandler,  ought  to  use  his  trade,  which 
cannot  be  said  to  be  a  nuisance. 

By  all  the  court  held,  that  as  the  declaration  is  penned,  the  action 
is  maintainable  ;  for  every  one  ought  sic  uti  suo,  quod  alienum 
non  Icedat:  then  when  the  plaintiff'  is  an  innkeeper,  the  defendant 
erecting  a  tallow-furnace  annoyed  his  house  with  stenches,  especially 
by  boiling  stinking  stuff:  and  so  in  Tohayles's  Case,  who  erected  a 
tallow-furnace  across  the  street  of  Denmark-house  in  the  Strand,  it  was 
found  a  nuisance  upon  the  indictment,  and  adjudged  to  be  removed. 


v^. 


BLISS  v.   HALL. 
COMMON  PLEAS.     1838. 
[Reported  4  Bing.  N.  C.  183.] 

THE  declaration  stated  that  the  defendant  wrongfully  and  injuriously 
exercised  and  carried  on  in  and  upon  the  messuages  of  the  defendant, 
being  contiguous  and  near  to  the  messuage  of  the  plaintiff,  the  trade  or 
business  of  a  candle-maker  or  manufacturer  of  candles ;  and  did  then 
and  there,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  in  and  upon  the  said  messuages  of  the 
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defendant,  wrongful!}-  and  injuriously  melt  andprepare,  and  caused  to 
be  melted  and  prepared  for  the  making  and  manufacturing  of  candles, 
divers  large  quantities  of  grease  and  tallow  ;  and  did  then  and  there, 
to  wit,  on,  &c.,  in  and  upon  the  said  messuages   of  the  defendant, 
wrongfully  and  injuriously  make  and  manufacture,  and  cause  and  pro- 
cure to  be  made  and  manufactured,  divers  large  quantities  of  candles ; 
by  means  of  which  several  premises,   divers  noisome,   noxious,   and 
offensive  vapors,  fumes,  smells,  and  stenches,  on  the  several  days  and  Q~l^^     f 
times  aforesaid,  arose,  issued,  and  proceeded  from  the  said  messuages 
of  the  defendant,  and  spread  and  diffused  themselves  over  and  upon  a 
into  and  through  and  about  the  said  messuage  of  the  plaintiff;  and  th 
air  in,  over,  through,  and  about  the  same  was  thereb}7  then 
filled  and  impregnated  with  the  same  noisome,  noxious,  and  offensive 
vapors,  fumes,  smells,  and  stenches,  and  was  then  rendered  and  from 
thence  hitherto  had  been,  and  still  is,  greatly  corrupted,  offensive,  dis- 
gusting,  unwholesome,  and  uncomfortable. 

Plea,  That  the  defendant  was  possessed  of  his  said  messuages  for  a 
long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  for  the  space  of  three  years  next  before  the 
plaintiff  became  possessed  of  his  said  messuage  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned,  and  before  the  plaintiff  occupied,  inhabited,  and  dwelt  in  the 
same ;  and  that  before  and  at  the  time  when  the  defendant  first  became 
and  was  possessed  of  his  said  messuages,  the  said  furnaces  and  stoves 
in  the  introductory  part  of  this  plea  mentioned  had  been  and  then  werer 
erected,  set  up,  and  placed  in  and  upon  the  same ;  that  the  defendant 
always,  to  wit,  from  the  time  at  which  he  became  so  possessed  of  his 
said  messuages,  until  and  at  and  after  the  plaintiff  so  became  possessed 
of  his  said   messuage  as  in  the   declaration   mentioned,  and   thence 
hitherto,  had  used,  exercised,  and  carried  on  the  said  trade  and  busi- 
ness  of  a  candle-maker,  and  had  occasioned  —  the  phenomena  described^    -AJL\ 
in  the  declaration  (enumerating  them  as  above)  —  in  the  same  manner          • 
and  form,  and  degree,  and  to  the  same  extent,  and  at  the  same  hours, 
and  times,  and  seasons,  as  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  in  the  declara- 
tion  and  in  the  introductory  part  of  this  plea  mentioned  ;  and  the  same  J 
during  all  that  time,  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  were  and  still  are^^S" 
requisite  and  necessary  to  enable  the  defendant  to  carry  on  his  said  4A 
trade  and  business,  in  and  upon  his  said  premises,  in  the  same  manner 
and  form,  and  to  the  same  extent,  as  the  defendant  carried  on  the  same 
at  the  time  when  the  plaintiff  came  to  his  said  premises  in  the  declara-  /*  U  ^V  < 
tion  mentioned,  near  and  adjoining  to  the  premises  and  business  o 
the  defendant,  so  carried  on  as  aforesaid ;  that  the  defendant  lawfully 
enjoyed  his  said  premises,  manufactory,  and  business,  before  the  plain- 
tiff came  to,  occupied,  or  was  possessed  of  his  said  premises  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  in  the  same  condition,  extent,  manner,   and 
form,  as  he  enjoyed  and  possessed  the  same  at  the  said  time  when,  &c., 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  of  right  ought  still  lawfully  to  enjoy 
the  same  without  interruption  or  suit  of  the  plaintiff;  and  that,  the  de- 
fendant was  ready  to  verify. 

VOL.    II.  — 3 
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Demurrer  and  joinder. 

Eutt,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

Hoy  gins,  contra. 

TINDAL,  C.  J.  In  this  case  the  declaration  alleges  that  the  defend- 
ant injurious!}-  earned  on,  in  messuages  contiguous  to  the  messuage  of 
the  plaintiff,  the  trade  and  business  of  a  candle-maker,  by  which 
noxious  vapors  and  smells  proceeded  from  the  messuage  of  the  defend- 
ant and  diffused  themselves  over  the  messuage  of  the  plaintiff;  and  all 
that  the  defendant  8a}-s  in  answer,  is,  that  he  carried  on  the  business 
for  three  years  before  the  plaintiff  became  possessed  of  the  messuage  he 
inhabits.  That  is  no  answer  to  the  complaint  in  the  declaration  ;  for 
the  plaintiff  came  to  the  house  he  occupies  with  all  the  rights  which  the 
common  law  affords,  and  one  of  them  is,  a  right  to  wholesome  air. 
Unless  the  defendant  shows  a  prescriptive  right  to  carry  on  his  business 
in  the  particular  place,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment. 

PARK,  J.  In  Elliotson  v.  Feetham  [2  Bing.  N.  C.  134],  the  court 
said  that  the  defendant  should  at  least  have  alleged  a  holding  of  twenty 
years'  duration  :  here  he  does  not  go  beyond  three. 

VAUGHAN,  J.  The-  auiulls  and  -ftoiagj^  of  which  J,heplaintiff  com- 
plains arc  not  hallo  wedJj^LCrescription,  and_under_tliis^plca  the  defend  - 
tJnTcannot  justify  their  cojiUnuanee. 

—  BOSANQUET,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  defendant  has, 
prima  facie,  a  right  to  enjo}*  his  property  in  a  waj*  not  injurious  to  his 
neighbor  ;  but  here  on  his  own  showing  the  business  he  carries  on  is 
offensive,  and  he  makes  out  no  title  to  persist  in  the  annoyance. 

^     K~     I-    ^  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


SIMPSON  v.   SAVAGE. 
COMMON  PLEAS.     1856. 
[Reported  1  C.  B.  N.  S.  347.] 

Tnis  was  an  ftfftrnn~4<m  ?in  injury  to  J,hc  plaintiffs  reversion,  by  the 
erection  of  certain  workshops  and  forgesTm  land  adjoining  tne  plaintiff's 
houses,  making  fires  therein,  and  causing  smoke  to  issue  therefrom,  &c. 

The  declaration  stated,  that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing 
of  the  grievances  thereinafter  mentioned,  certain  messuages  and  dwell- 
ing-houses, with  the  appurtenances,  of  the  plaintiff,  were  respectively  in 
the  occupation  of  certain  tenants  thereof  to  the  plaintiff,  the  reversion 
thereof  respectively  then  and  still  belonging  to  the  plaintiff:  yet  that 
the  defendant,  whilst  the  said  messuages  and  dwelling-houses,  with  the 
appurtens»»>oes,  were  so  in  such  occupation  as  aforesaid,  wrongfully  and 
unjustly,  without  the  leave  or  license  of  the  plaintiff  and  his  said  ten- 
ants, and  against  their  will  respectively,  built  and  erected  certain  work- 
shops, manufactory,  and  forges,  and  other  permanent  works,  adjoining 


and  close  to  the  messuage*  and  dwelling-houses  aforesaid,  for  the  purpose 
of  working  and  permanently  continuing  to  work  the  same  in  the  manner 
thereinafter  mentioned,  and  then  wrongfully  and  unjustly  made  and 
caused  to  be  made  and  continued  therein  and  thereon  divers  large  and  in- 
jurious fires  against  the  will  of  the  plaintiff  and  his  said  tenants,  and 
made  thereon  wrongful!}'  and  injuriously  and  continuously  loud,  heavy, 
jarring,  hammering,  battering,  and  agitating  sounds  and  noises  ;  and  by 
reason  of  the  premises,  and  of  the  smoke,  blacks,  and  other  gaseous 
effluvia  arising  from  the  said  fires  and  forges  entering  into  and  diffusing 
themselves  in,  upon,  over,  and  throughout  the  said  messuages  and 
dwelling-houses,  the  same  had  respectively  become  utterly  and  per- 
manently uninhabitable,  and  the  said  tenants  respectively  had  been 
and  would  be  compelled  to  quit  and  leave  the  same  respectively,  and  to 
cease  to  be  the  tenants  thereof,  and  the  plaintiff  would  be  unable  to  let 
the  same,  or  to  turn  the  same  to  any  beneficial  or  profitable  account, 
and  the  same  had  become  and  were  thereby  greatly  deteriorated  in 
value,  and  the  present  market  price  thereof  was  thereby  greatly  dimin- 
ished, and  the  plaintiff  had  been  and  was  and  would  be  permanently 
injured,  prejudiced,  and  aggrieved  in  his  reversionary  estate  and  inter- 
est in  the  said  messuages  and  dwelling-houses  by  reason  of  the  prem- 
ises :  And  the  plaintiff  claimed  £500. 

Plea,  not  guilty  ;  whereupon  issue  was  joined. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  at  the  last  assizes 
for  the  county  of  Norfolk.  The  facts  were  as  follows  :  — 

The  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  a  plot  of  ground  in  King's  Lynn,  in 
the  county  of  Norfolk,  upon  which  he  built  several  houses  in  1850, 
which  were  let  to  tenants  at  rents  varying  from  £40  to  £44  per  annum. 
The  defendant  is  an  agricultural  implement  maker  occupying  premises 
consisting  of  workshops  with  a  forge  and  chimney  and  yard  closely 
adjoining  the  back  yards  of  the  plaintiff's  houses.  The  workshops,  forge, 
and  chimney  were  erected  (not  by  the  defendant)  in  1851,  and  were 
a  few  feet  only  from  the  back  windows  of  the  plaintiff's  houses.  The 
nuisance  complained  of  consisted  in  the  emission  of  smoke  from  the 
forge  chimney,  to  such  an  extent  that  great  quantities  of  soot  entered 
the  windows  in  the  rear  of  the  plaintiffs  houses,  dirtying  and  spoiling 
the  furniture  in  the  rooms,  and  of  noises  from  the  hammering,  and 
offensive  smells  from  the  burning  of  old  wood  in  the  yard.  It  was 
proved,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that,  in  consequence  of  the  nui- 
sance, which  was  of  a  serious  character,  some  of  the  plaintiff's  tenants 
had  given  him  notice  to  quit  (though  it  did  not  appear  that  any  of 
them  had  actually  quitted)  ;  and  that,  in  consequence  of  the  nuisance, 
the  plaintiff's  houses  would  not  realize  as  much  rent  as  they  would 
otherwise  have  done. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  submitted,  on  the  authority  of 
Jffumford  v.  The   Oxford,  Worcester,  and  Wolverhampton   Hallway 
Company,  1  Hurlst.  &  N.  34,  and  Dobson  v.  Blackmore,  9  Q.  B.  991 
that,  to  entitle  the  plaintiff,  as  reversipner,  to  maintain  this  action,  i 
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incumbent  on  him  to  show  that  the  wrong  complained  of  was  in 
its  nature  permanent;  and  that  there  was  no  evidence  here  that  tin- 
nuisances  complained  of  were  otherwise  than  of  a  mere  temporary 
description. 

For  the-  plaintiff — conceding  that,  according  to  the  cases  cited,  the 
fires  in  the  yard  and  the  noises  would  not  constitute  a  cause  of  action 
—  it  was  insisted  that  the  smoke  from  the  chimney  was  a  nuisance  of  a 
permanent  nature,  and  therefore  an  injury  to  the  reversion. 

His  Lordship  ruled  that  the  nuisances  which  were  merely  of  a  tem- 
porary nature,  such  as  the  fires  in  the  yard,  and  the  noises,  would  not 
give  a  right  of  action ;  but  with  reference  to  the  smoke  issuing  from 
the  foundry  chimney,  he  thought  the  case  distinguishable  from  Jllinii- 
ford  v.  The  Oxford,  Worcester,  and  Wolverhampton  Railway  Com- 
pany, and  that  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  to  prove  injuiy  to 
the  reversion  ;  but  he  reserved  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  CII'UT 
a  nonsuit,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  injury  to 
the  reversion. 

A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  405., 

<>'  M'dley,  Q.  C.,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly. 

Byles,  Serjt.,  and  Couch,  showed  cause. 

(fMnllcy,  Q.  C.,  and  1),  D.  Keane,  in  support  of  the  rule. 

CUKSSWELL,  J.  This  was  an  action  for  an  injuiy  to  the  plaintiff's 
reversion  by  erecting  a  manufactory  on  land  adjoining  the  plaintiff's 
houses,  and  causing  smoke  to  issue  from  a  chimney,  and  making  loud 
noises.  The  plaintiff  also  complained  of  a  nuisance  arising  from  the 
lighting  of  wood  fires  in  the  yard  adjoining  the  factory. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Lord  Campbell,  at  the  last  assizes  for 
Norfolk,  when  his  Lordship  ruled  that  the  nuisances  merely  of  a  tempo- 
rary nature,  such  as  the  wood  fires  and  the  noises,  would  not  support 
the  action :  but,  with  reference  to  the  smoke  issuing  from  the  foundry 
chimney,  he  thought  the  case  distinguishable  from  Mumford  \.  The 
O.i-ford,  Worcester,  and  Wolverhampton  Railway  Company,  1  Hurlst. 
&  X.  34,  and  that  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  to  prove  in- 
jury to  the  reversion  ;  but  he  reserved  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move 
to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  there  was  no 
injury  to  the  reversion. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  accordingly,  cause  was  shown  in 
the  course  of  the  last  term,  before  my  Brothers  Williams  and  Crowdcr 
and  myself. 

The  only  point  reserved  for  our  consideration,  was,  whether  there 
wn-  evidence  for  the  jury  of  any  injury  to  the  reversion  in  the  prem, 
of  which  the  plaintiff  was  owner,  but  not  the  occupier,  they  being  let 
to  tenants. 

The  evidence  was,  that  the  defendant  erected  a  factory  with  forges 
and  a  chimney  within  a  few  feet  from  the  yards  of  the  plaintiff's  houses  ; 
that  fires  were  lighted  in  the  forges ;  and  that  the  smoke  issuing  from 
the  chimney  caused  annoyance  to  the  plaintiff's  tenants,  the  soot  enter- 
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ing  their  windows  and  dirtying  and  spoiling  the  furniture  in  the  rooms  ; 
and  that  the  tenants  had  in  consequence  given  notice  to  quit. 

On  the  argument,  it  was  insisted  that  the  injury  done  by  the  defend- 
ant need  not  be  of  a  permanent  nature,  and  that  it  was  sufficient  if 
proved  to  be  of  such  a  description  as  would  cause  the  reversion  in  the 
premises  to  sell  for  a  smaller  sum  if  brought  into  the  market. 

After  considering  the  authorities,  we  are  of  opinion,  that,  since,  in 
order  to  give  a  reversioner  an  action  of  this  kind,  there  must  be  some 
injury  done  to  the  inheritance,  the  necessity  is  involved  of  the  injury 
being  of  a  permanent  character. 

The  earliest  instances  of  such  an  action  are,  cutting  trees,  subverting 
the  soil,  and  erecting  a  dam  across  a  stream  so  as  to  cause  it  to  flow 
over  the  plaintiffs  land.  In  the  two  former  cases,  the  thing  done  was 
not  removable  or  remediable  during  the  term  :  in  the  third,  it  was  ; 
but,  being  of  a  permanent  character,  it  was  to  be  assumed  that  it 
would  remain,  and  therefore  was  treated  as  an  injury  to  the  inheritance. 

The  decision  in  Jessel  v.  Gifford,  4  Burr.  2141,  falls  within  the 
same  principle.  A  window  was  obstructed ;  the  obstruction  was  of  a 
permanent  character,  and  would  remain,  unless  something  was  done  to 
remedy  the  evil.  Tucker  v.  Newman,  11  Ad.  &  E.  40  ;  3  P.  &  D.  14, 
belongs  to  the  same  class. 

Now,  the  building  erected  in  this  case  did  not  injure  the  plaintiff's 
inheritance  :  but  it  is  said  that  the  use  made  of  it  did.  The  real  sub- 

"~ ^ _____ 

ject-matterof  complaint,  ^therefore,  is,  not  the  erection  of  thj^niljTjng-, 
hntStan^jng  smoke  to  issuerroin  it.  Ii  the  nres  had  not  Been  made  by 
the  flefpnrkHit^  he  conld  notTTavtrfieerrSried  for  an  injury  either  to  the 
possessiofi-o*-the_ inheritance  :  Mich  v.  Basterfteld^ A  C.  B.  783.  Now, 
making  the  fires  and  causing  smoke  to  issue,  was  not  an  act  of  a  per- 
manent nature.  It  is  very  like  the  case  of  Baxter  v.  Taylor,  4  B.  & 
Ad.  72,  where  a  person  trespassed,  asserting  a  right  of  way ;  and  not 
distinguishable  from  Mumford  v.  The  Osford,  Worcester,  and  Wol- 
verhampton  Railway  Company,  where  the  action  was  brought  against 
the  defendants  as  occupiers  of  certain  sheds,  for  making  noises  therein, 
which  caused  the  plaintiffs  tenants  to  give  notice  to  quit. 

The  real  complaint  by  the  reversioner  is,  that  he  fears  the  defendant, 
or  some  other  occupier  of  the  adjoining  premises,  will  continue  to  make 
fires  and  cause  smoke  to  issue  from  the  chimne3r :  and,  if  the  reversion 
would  seU  for  less,  that  is  not  on  account  of  anj-thing  that  has  been 
done,  but  of  the  apprehension  that  something  wih1  be  done  at  a  future 
time. 

According  to  the  authorities,  we  feel  bound  to  say  that  this  is  not 
such  an  injury  as  will  enable  the  reversioner  to  maintain  an  action. 
The  rule  for  entering  a  nonsuit  must,  therefore,  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


^ 
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HOLE  v.  BARLOW. 
COMMON  PLEAS.     1858. 
[Reported  4  C.  B.  N.  S.  334.] 

THIS  was  an  action  for  a  nuisance.  The  declaration  stated  that  the 
plaintiff  was  possessed  of  a  certain  messuage  and  dwelling-bouse,  gar- 
den and  appurtenances  which  he,  the  plaintiff,  inhabited  and  still  in- 
habits, and  that  the  defendant,  contriving  and  intending  to  injure  and 
annoy  the  plaintiff,  erected  and  made  a  certain  brick-kiln  upon  the  land 
of  the  defendant  in  front  of  the  house  of  the  plaintiff,  and  wrongfully 
and  injuriously  burned  a  large  quantity  of  bricks,  and  caused  a  nox- 
ious and  unwholesome  vapour  to  arise,  to  the  injury  of  the  premises  of 
the  plaintiff;  and  that  the  plaintiff's  house  was  thereby  during  all  the 
time,  and  still  was,  rendered  uncomfortable,  uuhealth}",  unwholesome, 
and  unlit  for  habitation,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty,  whereupon  issue  was  joined. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Hyles,  J.,  at  the  sittings  at  Westminster 
after  the  last  term,  when  the  following  facts  appeared  in  evidence  :  — 
The  plaintiff  occupied  a  house  in  a  newly  formed  road  abutting  upon  a 
field  belonging  to  the  defendant,  and  upon  which  the  defendant,  prepa- 
ratory to  the  building  of  certain  houses  thereon,  had  excavated  the  clay 
and  converted  it  into  bricks,  which  he  caused  to  be  placed  in  three 
"clamps"  for  burning,  near  to  the  plaintiff's  dwelling-house,  one  of 
them  being  within  thirty  feet  of  it.  There  was  abundant  though  con- 
flict ing  evidence  of  annoyance. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  submitted  that  the  thing  com- 
plained of  was  not  actionable,  seeing  that  it  was  done  in  a  convenient 
place,  and  not  wantonly  and  with  intent  to  injure  or  annoy  the  plaintiff. 

In  submitting  the  case  to  the  jury,  the  learned  judge  in  substance  told 
them  that,  lk  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  an  action  for  an  injury 
of  this  nature,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  thing  complained  of  should 
be  injurious  to  health :  it  is  enough  if  it  renders  the  enjoyment  of  life 
and  property  uncomfortable.  If  you  are  satisfied  from  the  evidence 
that  the  enjoATuent  of  the  plaintiffs  house  was  rendered  uncomfortable 
through  the  instrumentality  of  the  defendant,  that  is  sufficient  to  entitle 
the  plaintiff  to  maintain  this  action.  But  that  is  subject  to  this  obser- 
vation,—  that  it  is  not  everybody  whose  enjoyment  of  life  and  property 
udered  uncomfortable  by  the  carrying  on  of  an  offensive  or  noxi- 
ous trade  in  the  neighborhood,  that  can  bring  an  action.  If  that  were 
so,  —  as  has  already  been  observed  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  de- 
fendant, —  the  neighborhood  of  Birmingham  and  Wolverhampton,  and 
the  other  great  manufacturing  towns  of  England  would  be  full  of  per- 
sons bringing  actions  for  nuisances  arising  from  the  carrying  on  of  nox- 
ious and  offensive  trades  in  their  vicinity,  to  the  great  injury  of  the 
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manufacturing  and  social  interests  of  the  community.  I  apprehend  the 
law  to  be  this,  that  no  action  lies  for  the  use,  the  reasonable  use,  of  a 
lawful  trade  in  a  convenient  and  proper  place,  even  though  some  one 
may  suffer  annoyance  from  its  being  so  carried  on.  But  it  ma}*  be  that 
it  would  not  be  justifiable  to  place  clamps  for  brick-burning  in  the  im- 
mediate vicinity  of  Berkeley,  or  Belgrave,  or  Eaton  Squares.  But  it  is 
a  very  different  thing  to  say  that  the  mere  temporary  burning  of  bricks, 
made  from  clay  dug  from  the  spot,  in  a  new  neighborhood  in  the  out- 
skirts of  London,  which  no  one  could  say  was  an  inconvenient  place  for 
the  purpose,  though  it  might  cause  annoyance  to  one  or  two  persons  re- 
siding near,  would  afford  a  ground  of  action.  If  this  were  so,  it  would 
be  exceedingly  difficult  to  find  any  place  within  a  reasonable  distance 
at  which  this  sort  of  trade  could  be  exercised  at  all.  It  is,  therefore, 
my  duty  to  tell  you  that  this  action  will  not  lie,  although  3-011  should  be 
of  opinion  that  the  nuisance  complained  of  is  such  as  to  render  the 
plaintiffs  enjoyment  of  his  life  and  propert}*  uncomfortable,  if  you 
should  think  that  the  place  where  the  business  is  carried  on  was  a  con- 
venient and  proper  place  for  the  purpose.  There  is  one  further  obser- 
vation I  must  make,  and  it  is  this,  —  it  used  to  be  thought  that,  if  a 
man  went  to  reside  near  to  a  place  where  he  knew  there  was  a  nuisance, 
he  could  not  complain  of  it,  inasmuch  as  he  went  to  the  nuisance.  That 
was  supposed  to  be  the  law  many  years  ago ;  but  it  is  not  so  now.  As- 
suming that  this  plaintiff  perfectly  well  knew  that  the  defendant  was 
about  to  burn  bricks  on  his  land,  and  knew  the  precise  spot  where  the 
clamps  would  be  placed,  and  knew  what  the  result  would  be,  when  he 
came  to  reside  there,  still  that  would  not  disentitle  him  to  maintain  this 
action.  The  two  questions  which  I  purpose  leaving  to  you  are,  — first, 
was  the  place  in  which  these  bricks  were  burned  a  proper  and  conveni- 
ent place  for  the  purpose?  That  seems  to  me  to  be  not  a  question  of 
law  for  me,  but  one  of  fact  for  you  upon  the  evidence  you  have  heard. 
If  you  think,  looking  at  all  the  circumstances,  it  was  a  proper  place, 
then,  although  the  plaintiffs  enjoyment  of  his  property  may  have  been 
rendered  uncomfortable,  he  cannot  maintain  an  action.  Secondly,  if 
you  are  of  opinion  that  the  place  was  not  a  proper  place  for  the  pur- 
pose, then  was  the  nuisance  such  as  to  make  the  enjoyment  of  life  and 
property  uncomfortable?  These  are  the  two  questions  which  you  have 
to  decide,  upon  the  evidence  which  has  been  laid  before  you." 
The  jury  having  returned  a  verdict  for  the  defendant, 
Aspfand,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new 
trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  learned  judge  misdirected  the  jury,  in  tell- 
ing them  "  that  an  action  did  not  lie  for  the  acts  complained  of  as  a 
nuisance,  if  carried  on  in  a  proper  and  convenient  place,  and  that  an 
action  did  not  lie  for  causing  annoyance  by  carrying  on  a  lawful  trade, 
if  carried  on  in  a  proper  and  convenient  place ;  and  in  directing  the 
jury  that  there  were  two  questions  for  them,  —  one  being,  was  the  place 
a  proper  place?  and  that,  if  so,  although  the  plaintiffs  enjoyinent  might 
have  been  rendered  uncomfortable,  he  could  not  sue,  —  the  other  being, 


40  HOLE   V.   BARLOW. 

whether  the  nuisance  was  such  as  to  make  the  enjoyment  of  life  and 
property  uncomfortable ;  and  in  directing  the  jury  to  find  for  the  de- 
fendant, if  they  thought  the  place  a  proper  place,  although  the  plaintiffs 
enjoyment  might  have  been  rendered  uncomfortable  :  and  on  the  ground 
that  the  verdict  was  against  the  evidence." 

Collier,  Q.  C.,  and  Garth,  now  showed  cause. 

Shee,  Serjt.,  and  Aspland,  in  support  of  the  rule. 

CKOWDEK,  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be  discharged. 
It  was  moved  upon  two  grounds,  —  first,  that  the  verdict  was  against 
the  evidence ;  secondly,  for  misdirection.  As  to  the  first  ground, 
there  was  evidence  on  both  sides  of  an  extremely  conflicting  charac- 
ter :  but  the  question  was  one  especially  for  a  jury ;  and  the  learned 
judge  who  tried  the  cause  has  not  expressed  himself  dissatisfied  with 
the  result.  That  point,  therefore,  is  disposed  of.  Then,  with  respect 
to  the  alleged  misdirection,  — The  complaint  is  that  the  learned  judge 
put  it  to  the  jury  as  an  ingredient  for  their  consideration  whether  the 
burning  of  these  bricks  was  in  a  proper  and  convenient  place.  B}f  the 
language  he  used,  he  evidently  referred  to  the  passage  which  has  been 
cited  from  Comyns's  Digest,  Action  upon  the  Case  for  a  Nuisance  (C), 
and  which  is  to  be  found  in  Selwj-n's  Nisi  Prius,  10th  edit.,  1115,  and 
in  Gale  on  Easements,  295.  The  question  is,  whether  that  is  a  mis- 
direction. The  passage  from  Comyns's  Digest  is  as  follows :  "  An 
action  upon  the  case  does  not  lie  for  a  reasonable  use  of  my  right, 
though  it  be  to  the  annoyance  of  another ;  as,  if  a  butcher,  brewer,  &c., 
use  his  trade  in  a  convenient  place,  though  it  be  to  the  annoyance  of 
his  neighbor."  The  instances  given  certainty  are  of  trades  ;  and  this 
defendant  was  not  carrying  on  the  trade  of  a  brick-maker ;  but  he  was 
burning  bricks  upon  his  own  land,  for  the  purpose  of  building  houses, 
which  are  necessary  for  the  habitation  of  man.  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  rule  is  as  applicable  to  the  burning  of  bricks  under  such  circum- 
stances, as  to  the  carrying  on  of  a  trade.  It  must  be  a  question  for  the 
jury  in  each  case  whether  or  not  the  burning  was  in  a  convenient  place. 
Without,  therefore,  going  into  the  facts  of  this  case,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  direction  of  Brother  Byles  to  the  jury  was  consistent  with  all 
the  authorities,  and  that  we  should  be  in  effect  overruling  several  of 
them  if  we  were  to  make  this  rule  absolute. 

WILLKS,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  for  the  same  reasons  ;  and 
I  will  only  add  a  word  or  two  to  what  has  fallen  from  my  Brother 
Crowder.  The  common  law  right  which  every  proprietor  of  a  dwell- 
ing house  has  to  have  the  air  uncontaminated  and  unpolluted,  is  subject 
to  this  qualification,  that  necessities  ma}*  arise  for  an  interference  with 
that  right  pro  bono  publico,  to  this  extent,  that  such  interference  be  in 
respect  of  a  matter  essential  to  the  business  of  life,  and  be  conducted 
in  a  reasonable  and  proper  manner,  and  in  a  reasonable  and  proper 
place.  And  this  is  not  without  analogy.  Every  man  has  a  right  to  en- 
joy his  character  untainted  and  uncontaminated  by  the  breath  of  slan- 
der :  but  that  right  is  subject  to  the  rule  as  to  privileged  communications, 
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which  justifies  aud  permits  a  reasonable  publication  of  defamatory  mat- 
ter, even  though  it  should  amount  to  a  charge  of  felony.  So,  every 
man  has  a  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  his  land  ;  but,  in  the  event  of  a 
foreign  invasion,  the  Queen  may  take  the  land  for  the  purpose  of  set- 
ting up  defences  thereon  for  the  general  good  of  the  nation.  In  these 
and  such  like  cases,  private  convenience  must  yield  to  public  necessity. 
It  seems  to  me  that  we  shall  be  only  acting  upon  that  principle  in  dis- 
charging this  rule. 

BYLES,  J.,  said  nothing.  Rule  discharged. 


BAMFORD  v.  TURNLEY. 

EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER.     1862. 

[Reported  3  B.  &  S.  62.] 

THE  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff  was  pos- 
sessed of  a  messuage  and  dwelling-house  and  premises,  with  the  appur- 
tenances, situate  at  Norwood,  in  the  county  of  Surrej",  in  which  he 
dwelt,  with  his  family  and  servants  :  and  that  the  defendant,  contriv- 
ing and  intending  to  injure  and  annoy  the  plaintiff,  erected  and  made 
certain  brick-kilns  upon  certain  land  of  the  defendant  adjoining  and 
near  to  the  messuage  and  dwelling-house  and  premises  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  wrongfully  and  injuriously  burned  a  large  quantity  of  bricks  in  the 
brick-kilns,  and  caused  noxious  and  unwholesome  vapors,  smokes,  fumes, 
stinks,  and  stenches  to  rise  and  proceed  from  the  brick-kilns,  and  to 
enter  in,  spread  and  diffuse  themselves  over,  upon,  into,  through,  and 
about  the  messuage  and  dwelling-house  and  premises  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  air  over,  through,  and  about  the  same  was  there b}-  greatly  im- 
pregnated and  filled  with  the  said  noxious  and  unwholesome  vapors, 
fumes,  stinks,  and  stenches,  and  was  rendered  and  became  and  was  cor- 
rupted, offensive,  unwholesome,  unhealthy,  and  uncomfortable ;  and 
thereby  the  plaintiff  had  been  great!}'  annoj^ed  and  inconvenienced  in 
the  possession  and  enjoyment  of  his  messuage  and  dwelling-house,  and 
also,  b}'  means  of  the  corrupt,  unwholesome,  and  unhealtly  state  of  the 
air  in  and  over  and  about  the  plaintiff's  dwelling-house  so  occasioned, 
the  plaintiff  and  his  family  and  servants  became  and  were  sick  and  ill, 
and  so  continued  for  a  long  time,  and  the  plaintiff  had  necessarih* 
incurred  a  great  expense  in  and  about  obtaining  necessary  medical 
advice,  and  was  otherwise  greatly  injured  and  prejudiced. 

The  second  count  of  the  declaration  complained  of  a  similar  nuisance 
b}-  the  defendant's  placing  a  quantity  of  decomposed  ashes  and  bones 
in  the  immediate  neighborhood  of  the  plaintiff's  house. 

The  only  material  plea  to  both  counts  was  Not  guilty,  upon  which 
issue  was  joined. 
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On  the  trial,  before  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  at  the  Summer  Assizes  at  Guild- 
ford,  1860,  it  appeared  that  iu  the  month  of  June,  1857,  some  land  at 
Norwood,  part  of  the  Beulah  Spa  Estate,  was  offered  for  sale  in  lots  by 
public  auction,  in  accordance  with  certain  printed  particulars  and  con- 
ditions of  sale.  The  particulars  were  headed  "  Particulars  of  the  first 
section  of  the  Beulah  Spa  Estate,  consisting  of  about  fifty  acres  of  Free- 
hold Building  Land,  &c.,  in  nineteen  lots,"  and  stated,  among  other 
things,  that  the  property  presented  "splendid  sites  for  the  erection  of 
first-class  villas;"  and  it  was  added,  "There  is  abundance  of  brick 
earth  and  gravel,  which,  combined  with  all  the  other  advantages  apper- 
taining to  this  exceedingly  beautiful  property,  present  an  unusually  ad- 
vantageous opportunity  of  carrying  out  safe  and  profitable  building 
operations."  Captain  Edward  Strode,  the  brother-in-law  of  the  plaintiff, 
in  the  year  1857  purchased  lot  11  of  this  property,  containing  2  a.  1  r. 
33  p.,  and  built  a  residence  thereon.  The  house  was  finished  in  the 
year  1858,  and  shortly  afterwards  the  plaintiff  became  the  tenant  of  the 
house  and  property.  The  defendant  was  a  solicitor  in  London,  and  in 
the  year  1858  he  bought  some  other  lots  of  the  same  property  under  the 
same  particulars  and  conditions,  being  respective!}-  lots  1,  10,  14,  and 
16.  It  was  proved  that  building  was  going  on  in  the  neighborhood,  the 
plaintiffs  house  being  within  ten  minutes'  walk  of  the  new  railway  sta- 
tion at  Norwood.  It  also  appeared  that,  during  the  preceding  year, 
bricks  had  been  burned  at  certain  spots  in  lots  13  and  15,  and  at  a  spot 
adjoining  to  lot  15.  It  further  appeared,  that  during  the  last  seventeen 
or  eighteen  j-ears,  bricks  had  from  time  to  time  been  burned  at  vari- 
ous parts  of  the  field,  of  which  the  site  of  the  clamp  in  question  then 
formed  part,  such  field  having  been  divided  at  the  time  of  the  sale  into 
various  lots.  It  also  appeared  that  bricks  had  previously  been  made 
on  the  spot  where  the  plaintiffs  house  stood. 

In  the  month  of  June,  1860,  the  defendant,  with  the  view  of  burn 
ing  bricks  made  out  of  the  brick  earth  found  upon  his  laud,  and  thereby 
obtaining  bricks  to  build  upon  it,  erected  a  clamp  of  bricks  on  lot  16, 
at  a  distance  of  180  yards  from  the  plaintiff's  house.  It  was  proved 
that  there  was  an  annoyance  to  the  plaintiff  arising  from  the  erection 
and  use  of  the  clamp  as  complained  of  in  the  first  count  sufficient  prima 
facie  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  ;  but  it  was  also  proved  that  the 
erection  and  use  of  the  clamp  by  the  defendant  as  complained  of  was 
temporary  only,  and  for  the  sole  purpose  of  making  bricks  on  his  own 
land  and  from  the  clay  found  there,  with  a  view  to  the  erection  of 
dwelling-houses  on  his  own  land ;  and  that  the  clamp  for  burning  the 
bricks  was  placed  on  that  part  of  the  defendant's  land  most  distant 
from  the  plaintiffs  house,  and  so  as  to  create  no  further  annoyance  than 
necessaril}*  resulted  from  the  burning  of  bricks ;  and  the  question  was 
whrthrr,  under  the  circumstances  so  proved,  an  action  could  be  main- 
tained in  respect  of  such  annoyance. 

The  Lord  Chief  Justice  intimated  that  the  case  came  within  the  prin- 
ciple laid  down  in  Hole  v.  llarlow,  4  C.  B.  N.  S.  334,  and  directed  the 
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jury,  upon  the  authority  of  that  case,  that  if  they  thought  that  the  spot 
was  convenient  and  proper,  and  the  burning  of  the  bricks  was,  under 
the  circumstances,  a  reasonable  use  by  the  defendant  of  his  own  land, 
the  defendant  would  be  entitled  to  a  verdict  upon  the  first  count,  in- 
dependent of  the  small  matter  of  whether  there  was  an  interference 
with  the  plaintiffs  comfort  thereb}-.  Upon  this  ruling  a  verdict  was 
by  arrangement  entered  for  the  defendant  on  the  first  count,  leave 
being  reserved  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  set  it  aside,  if  the  court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  above  ruling  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice 
was  erroneous. 

Upon  the  second  count,  a  verdict  was  by  arrangement  entered  for 
the  plaintiff,  with  Is.  damages,  but  no  question  arose  on  that  count. 

In  the  following  Michaelmas  term, 

Peter  sdorff,  Seijt.,  moved  for  a  rule  calling  upon  the  defendant  to 
show  cause  why  a  verdict  should  not  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  on  the 
first  count  for  40s.  damages. 

Per  Curiam.  (COCKBCRN,  C.  J.,  WIGHTMAN,  HILL,  and  BLACK- 
BURN, JJ.)  Rule  refused,  with  leave  to  appeal. 

The  plaintiff  having  appealed  against  the  above  decision,  a  case  set- 
ting forth  the  facts  was  stated,  and  concluded  as  follows :  — 

"  If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that,  upon  the  facts  as  stated,  the 
ruling  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  founded  upon  the  decision  of  Hole  v. 
Barlow,  was  erroneous,  the  verdict  found  for  the  defendant  on  the 
first  count  is  to  be  set  aside,  and  a  verdict  entered  for  the  plaintiff 
instead  thereof  with  40s.  damages. 

"If  the  court  should  be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  the  verdict  entered 
for  the  defendant  upon  the  first  count  is  to  stand." 

The  case  was  argued,  in  Easter  vacation,  May  14th,  before  ERLE, 
C.  J.,  POLLOCK,  C.  B.,  WILLIAMS  and  KEATING,  JJ.,  and  BRAMWELL 
and  WILDE,  BB. 

Mellish  (with  him  Petersdorff,  Serjt.,  and  Garth),  for  the  plaintiff. 

Lush  (with  him  Honymari),  for  the  defendant. 

WILLIAMS,  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  ERLE,  C.  J.,  KEATING,  J., 
WILDE,  B.,  and  himself.  On  the  argument  of  this  case,  there  was  some 
contest  as  to  what  the  true  question  was  which  the  court  had  to  con- 
sider. On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  said  to  have  been  proved  at 
the  trial,  beyond  dispute,  that  the  burning  of  the  bricks  in  the  kilns  of 
the  defendant  was  a  nuisance,  and  that  the  point  reserved  was,  whether 
it  was  legalised  by  the  other  facts  which  the  jury  must  be  taken  to  have 
found  to  exist.  On  the  part  of  the  defendant  it  was  said  that  the  true 
point  was,  whether,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  burn- 
ing of  the  bricks  amounted  to  an  actionable  nuisance. 

It  is  not,  perhaps,  material  which  of  these  contentions  is  correct. 
For  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  at  the  trial,  directed  the  jury,  on  the 
authority  of  Hole  v.  Barlow,  4  C.  B.  N.  S.  334,  to  find  for  the  defend- 
ant, notwithstanding  his  burning  the  bricks  had  interfered  with  the 
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plaintiffs  comfort,  if  they  were  of  opinion  that  the  spot  where  the 
bricks  were  burned  was  a  proper  and  convenient  spot,  and  the  burning 
of  them  was,  under  the  circumstances,  a  reasonable  use  by  the  defend- 
ant of  his  own  land.  The  jury,  consequent!}1,  if  they  were  of  that  opin- 
ion, would  have  been  bound  to  find  their  verdict  for  the  defendant, 
notwithstanding  they  were  also  of  opinion  that  the  brick-kilns  of  the 
defendant,  by  immitting  corrupted  air  upon  the  plaintiffs  house,  had 
ivndrred  it  unfit  for  healthy  or  comfortable  occupation. 

It  was  therefore  treated  as  a  doctrine  of  law  that,  if  the  spot  should 
be  found  by  the  jury  to  be  proper  or  convenient,  and  the  burning  of  the 
bricks  a  reasonable  use  of  the  land,  these  circumstances  would  consti- 
tute a  bar  to  the  action ;  and  if  there  is,  in  truth,  no  such  doctrine, 
there  was  a  misdirection :  it  is  the  same  thing  as  if  there  had  been  a 
plea  averring  the  existence  of  these  circumstances,  and  a  demurrer  to 
the  plea.  Such  a  plea,  though  it  would  admit  all  the  allegations  in  the 
declaration,  would  be  a  good  plea  by  way  of  avoidance,  if  the  direc- 
tion of  the  Chief  Justice  was  right.  And  it  is  not  material  to  inquire 
whether  it  would  be  good  as  averring  facts  which  amount  to  a  legaliza- 
tion of  the  nuisance  stated  in  the  declaration,  or  as  superadding  facts 
which,  taken  together  with  those  stated  in  the  declaration,  show  that 
the  alleged  annoyance  was  not  an  actionable  nuisance.  In  either  point 
of  view  the  question  for  our  consideration  appears  to  be,  whether  the 
case  of  Hole  v.  Barlow,  4  C.  B.  N.  S.  334,  was  well  decided.  And  we 
are  of  opinion  that  it  was  not. 

That  decision  was  plainly  founded  on  a  passage  in  Comyns'  Digest, 
Action  upon  the  Case  for  a  Nuisance  (C),  which  is  in  the  following 
words:  "So  an  action,  does  not  lie  for  a  reasonable  use  of  my  right, 
though  it  be  to  the  annoyance  of  another  ;  as,  if  a  butcher,  brewer,  &c., 
use  his  trade  in  a  convenient  place,  though  it  be  to  the  annoyance  of 
his  neighbor."  It  ma}'  be  observed  that,  in  the  language  of  this  dic- 
tum  (for  which  no  authority  is  cited  by  Comyns),  there  is  a  want  of 
precision,  especially  in  the  words  "reasonable"  and  "convenient," 
which  renders  its  meaning  by  no  means  clear.  And  it  ma}*  be  doubted 
whether  the  court,  in  Hole  v.  Barlow,  did  not  misunderstand  it.  AVhat 
is  a  "  convenient  place"?  Does  this  expression  mean,  as  the  court 
understood  it  in  that  case,  that  the  place  is  proper  and  convenient  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the  trade,  or  does  it  mean  that  it  is  a  place 
where  a  nuisance  will  not  be  caused  to  another?  It  has  been  pointed 
out  by  Mr.  W.  H.  Willes,  in  his  valuable  edition  of  Gale  on  Easements, 
p.  410,  note,  that  this  latter  sense  of  the  word  "  convenient"  is  the  one 
adopted  by  Hide,  C.  J.,  in  Jones  v.  Powell,  Palm.  536,  539  ;  s.  c.  Hutt. 
135,  where  he  says,  "  A  tan-house  is  necessary,  for  all  men  wear  shoes, 
and  nevertheless  it  may  be  pulled  down  if  it  be  erected  to  the  nuisance 
of  another :  in  like  manner  of  a  glass-house ;  and  they  ought  to  be 
erected  in  places  convenient  for  them."  In  the  original  Norman-French 
it  is  "  Un  tan  house  est  necessary,  car  touts  wear  shoes  ;  et  uncore  ceo 
poit  estre  pull  down,  &c.,  si  est  erect  al  nusance  d'auter :  et  issint  de 
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glass  house ;  Et  pur  ceux  cloient  estre  erect  in  places  convenient  pur 
eux."  The  term  appears  to  be  used  in  the  same  sense  when  applied 
to  questions  as  to  public  nuisances.  Thus  it  is  said  in  Hawkins, 
P.  C.,  book  1,  c.  75  (2  Hawk.  P.  C.,  by  Leach,  p.  146,  s.  10),  "It 
seems  to  be  agreed,  that  a  brew  house,  erected  in  such  an  inconvenient 
place  wherein  the  business  cannot  be  carried  on  without  greath"  incom- 
moding the  neighborhood,  may  be  indicted  as  a  common  nuisance." 
It  should  seem,  therefore,  that  just  as  the  use  of  an  offensive  trade  will 
be  indictable  as  a  public  nuisance  if  it  be  carried  on  in  an  inconvenient 
place,  i.  e.,  a  place  where  it  greatly  incommodes  a  multitude  of  persons, 
so  it  will  be  actionable  as  a  private  nuisance  if  it  be  carried  on  in 
an  inconvenient  place,  i.  e.,  a  place  where  it  greatly  incommodes  an 
individual. 

If  this  be  the  true  construction  of  the  expression  "  convenient "  in 
the  passage  from  Comyns'  Digest,  the  doctrine  contained  in  it  amounts 
to  no  more  than  what  has  long  been  settled  law,  viz.,  that  a  man  may, 
without  being  liable  to  an  action,  exercise  a  lawful  trade,  as  that  of  a 
butcher  or  brewer  and  the  like,  notwithstanding  it  be  carried  on  so  near 
the  house  of  another  as  to  be  an  annoyance  to  him,  in  rendering  his 
residence  there  less  delectable  or  agreeable,  provided  the  trade  be  so 
conducted  that  it  does  not  cause  what  amounts,  in  point  of  law,  to  a 
nuisance  to  the  neighboring  house. 

In  Hole  v.  Barlow,  4  C.  B.  N.  S.  334,  however,  the  court  appear  to 
have  read  the  passage  as  containing  a  doctrine  that  a  place  may  be 
"  proper  and  convenient "  for  the  carrying  on  of  a  trade,  notwithstand- 
ing it  is  a  place  where  the  trade  cannot  be  carried  on  without  caus- 
ing a  nuisance  to  a  neighbor.  This  is  a  doctrine  which  has  certainly 
never  been  judicially  adopted  in  any  case  before  that  of  Hole  v.  Barlow, 
and  moreover  the  adoption  of  it  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  judg- 
ments pronounced  in  some  of  the  cases  cited  at  the  bar  during  the  argu- 
ment, and  more  especially  with  the  case  of  Walter  v.  Selfe,  4  De  Gex 
&  Sm.  315.  And  the  introduction  of  such  a  doctrine  into  our  law 
would,  we  think,  lead  to  great  inconvenience  and  hardship,  because,  as 
was  forcibly  urged  by  Mr.  Mellish,  in  arguing  for  the  plaintiff,  if  the 
doctrine  is  to  be  maintained  at  all,  it  must  be  maintained  to  the  extent 
that,  however  ruinous  may  be  the  amount  of  nuisance  caused  to  a 
neighbor's  propert}*  by  carrying  on  an  offensive  trade,  he  is  without  re- 
dress if  a  jury  shall  deem  it  right  to  find  that  the  place  where  the  trade 
is  carried  on  is  a  proper  and  convenient  place  for  the  purpose. 

It  should  be  observed  that  the  direction  of  the  judge  to  the  jury  in 
Hole  v.  Barlow,  4  C.  B.  N.  S.  334,  which  was  upheld  by  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  was  simply  that  the  verdict  ought  to  be  for  the  defendant 
if  the  place  where  the  bricks  were  burned  was  a  convenient  and  proper 
place  for  the  purpose.  But  in  the  present  case,  the  Lord  Chief  Jus- 
tice's direction  to  the  jury  pointed  at  a  further  condition,  viz.,  if  the 
burning  of  the  bricks  was  under  the  circumstances  a  reasonable  use  by 
the  defendant  of  his  own  land.  It  remains,  therefore,  to  consider 
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whether  the  doctrine  adopted  in  Hole  v.  Harlow,  if  accompanied  with 
this  addition,  is  maintainable. 

If  it  be  good  law,  that  the  fitness  of  the  locality  prevents  the  carp- 
ing on  of  an  offensive  trade  from  being  an  actionable  nuisance,  it  :ip- 
;ars  necessarily  to  follow  that  this  must  be  a  reasonable  use  of  the 
land.  But  if  it  is  not  good  law,  and  if  the  true  doctrine  is,  that  when- 
ever, taking  all  the  circumstances  into  consideration,  including  the  na- 
ture and  extent  of  the  plaintiff's  enjoyment  before  the  acts  complained 
of,  the  annoj'ance  is  sufficiently  great  to  amount  to  a  nuisance  accord- 
ing to  the  ordinary  rule  of  law,  an  action  will  lie,  whatever  the  locality 
m&y  be,  then  surely  the  jury  cannot  properly  be  asked  whether  the 
causing  of  the  nuisance  was  a  reasonable  use  of  the  land. 

If  such  a  question  is  proper  for  their  consideration  in  an  action  such 
as  the  present,  for  a  nuisance  bj*  immitting  corrupted  air  into  the  plain- 
tiff's house,  we  can  see  no  reason  why  a  similar  question  sftould  not  be 
submitted  to  the  jury  in  actions  for  other  violations  of  the  ordinary 
rights  of  property ;  e.  g.  the  transmission  by  a  neighbor  of  water  in  a 
polluted  condition.  But  certainly  it  would  be  difficult  to  maintain,  as 
the  law  now  stands,  that  the  jury,  in  such  an  action,  ought  to  be  told 
to  find  for  the  defendant  if  they  thought  that  the  manufactory  which 
caused  the  impurity  of  the  water  was  built  on  a  proper  and  convenient 
spot,  and  that  the  working  of  it  was  a  reasonable  use  by  the  defend- 
ant of  his  own  land.  Again,  where  an  easement  has  been  gained  in 
addition  to  the  ordinary  rights  of  propert}*,  e.  g.  where  a  right  has  been 
gained  to  the  lateral  passage  of  light  and  air,  no  one  has  ever  suggested 
that  the  jury  might  be  told,  in  an  action  for  obstructing  the  free  pas- 
sage of  the  light  and  air,  to  find  for  the  defendant  if  they  were  of  opin- 
ion that  the  building  which  caused  the  obstruction  was  erected  in  a 
proper  and  convenient  place,  and  in  the  reasonable  enjoyment  by  the 
defendant  of  his  own  land.  And  yet,  on  principle,  it  is  difficult  to  see 
why  such  a  question  should  not  be  left  to  the  jur}-  if  Hole  v.  Barlow 
was  well  decided. 

We  are,  however,  of  opinion  that  the  decision  in  that  case  was  wrong, 
and,  consequently,  that  the  direction  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  which 
was  founded  on  it,  was  erroneous,  that  the  verdict  for  the  defendant 
ought  to  be  set  aside,  and  a  verdict  entered  for  the  plaintiff. 

POLLOCK,  C.  B.  The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  direction 
of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  professing  to  be  founded  on  the  decision  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Hole  v.  Jlarloio,  4  C.  B.  N.  S.  334,  was 
right,  and  in  my  judgment  substantially  it  was  right,  viz.,  taking  it  to 
have  been  as  stated  in  the  case,  viz.,  "  that  if  the  jury  thought  that  the 
spot  was  convenient  and  proper,  and  the  burning  of  the  bricks  was, 
under  the  circumstances,  a  reasonable  use  by  the  defendant  of  his  own 
land,  the  defendant  would  be  entitled  to  a  verdict."  __  *-<\Q  Pnt  t.hmk-t.hnt. 
the  nuisance  for  which  an  action  will  lie  te  capable  of  any  legal  defini- 
tion which  will  be  applicable  to  all  casesantl  -useful  ll^jlgciQTng  lihem. 
The  que8Tion~lRreTrtH«lji-€l«peTrtIsl>n^ 
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the  place  where,  the  time  when,  the  alleged  nuisance,  what,  the  mode 
of  committing  it,  how,  and  the  duration  of* it,  whether  temporary  or 
permanent,  occasional  or  continual,  — as  to  make  it  impossible  to  lay 
down  any  rule  of  law  applicable  to  every  case,  and  which  will  also  be 
useful  in  assisting  a  jury  to  come  to  a  satisfactory  conclusion :  it 
must  at  all  times  be  a  question  of  fact  with  reference  to  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case. 

Most  certainly  in  my  judgment  it  cannot  be  laid  down  as  a  legal 
proposition  or  doctrine,  that  anything  which,  under  any  circumstances, 
lessens  the  comfort  or  endangers  the  health  or  safety  of  a  neighbor, 
must  necessarily  be  an  actionable  nuisance.  That  may  be  a  nuisance 
in  Grosvenor  Square  which  would  be  none  in  Smithfleld  Market;  that 
may  be  a  nuisance  at  midday  which  would  not  be  so  at  midnight ;  that 
may  be  a  nuisance  which  is  permanent  and  continual,  which  would 
be  no  nuisance  if  temporary  or  occasional  only.  A  clock  striking  the 
hour,  or  a  bell  ringing  for  some  domestic  purpose,  may  be  a  nuisance,  if 
unreasonably  loud  and  discordant,  of  which  the  jury  alone  must  judge  ; 
but  although  not  unreasonably  loud,  if  the  owner,  from  some  whim  or 
caprice,  made  the  clock  strike  the  hour  every  ten  minutes,  or  the  bell 
ring  continually,  I  think  a  jury  would  be  justified  in  considering  it  to  be 
a  very  great  nuisance.  In  general,  a  kitchen  chimney,  suitable  to  the 
establishment  to  which  it  belonged,  could  not  be  deemed  a  nuisance ; 
but  if  built  in  an  inconvenient  place  or  manner,  on  purpose  to  annoy 
the  neighbors,  it  might,  I  think,  ver}T  properly  be  treated  as  one.  The 
compromises  that  belong  to  social  life,  and  upon  which  the  peace  and 
comfort  of  it  mainly  depend,  furnish  an  indefinite  number  of  examples 
where  some  apparent  natural  right  is  invaded,  or  some  enjoyment 
abridged,  to  provide  for  the  more  general  convenience  or  necessities  of 
the  whole  community ;  and  I  think  the  more  the  details  of  the  question 
are  examined,  the  more  clearly  it  will  appear  that  all  that  the  law  can 
do  is  to  lay  down  some  general  and  vague  proposition  which  will  be  no 
guide  to  the  jury  in  each  particular  case  that  may  come  before  them. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  passage  in  Comyns'  Digest,  Action  upon  the 
Case  for  a  Nuisance  (C),  is  good  law.  I  think  the  word  "reason- 
able "  cannot  be  an  improper  word,  and  too  vague  to  be  used  on  this 
occasion,  seeing  that  the  question  whether  a  contract  has  been  reason- 
ab\y  performed  with  reference  to  time,  place,  and  subject-matter,  is  one 
that  is  put  to  a  jury  almost  as  often  as  a  jury  is  assembled.  If  the  act 
complained  of  be  done  in  a  convenient  manner,  so  as  to  give  no  unnec- 
essary annoyance,  and  be  a  reasonable  exercise  of  some  apparent  right, 
or  a  reasonable  use  of  the  land,  house,  or  propertj7  of  the  party  under 
all  the  circumstances,  in  which  I  include  the  degree  of  inconvenience  it 
will  produce,  then  I  think  no  action  can  be  sustained,  if  the  jury  find 
that  it  was  reasonable,  —  as  the  jury  must  be  taken  to  have  found  that 
it  was  reasonable  that  the  defendant  should  be  allowed  to  do  what  he 
did,  and  reasonable  that  the  plaintiff  should  submit  to  the  inconvenience 
occasioned  by  what  was  done.  And  this  gets  rid  of  the  difficulty  sug- 
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gested  in  the  judgment  just  read  by  my  Brother  Williams;  because  it 
cannot  be  supposed  that  a  jury  would  find  that  to  be  a  reasonable  act 
by  a  person  which  produces  any  ruinous  effect  upon  his  neighbors. 

With  respect  to  the  proposed  judgment  of  the  court,  as  the  case  does 
not  state  that  leave  was  given  by  the  consent  of  the  defendant's  coun- 
sel, or  indeed  at  all,  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  40s.  damages, 
it  appears  to  me  that  all  that  this  court  of  error  can  do,  if  it  disap- 
proves of  the  direction  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  is  to  award  a  venire 
de  novo,  that  the  jury  ina}'  find  a  verdict  under  a  proper  direction  ;  for 
there  is  strong  ground  for  contending  that  the  entire  plot  of  ground,  of 
which  the  plaintiff's  and  the  defendant's  land  formed  a  part,  was  sold 
in  various  lots,  on  the  understanding  that  the  brick  earth  should  be 
made  into  bricks  and  burned,  in  order  to  erect  houses  on  the  defendant's 
lots,  and  it  would  seem  not  perfectly  just  that  the  purchaser  of  one  of 
the  lots  should  actually  turn  his  brick  earth  into  bricks,  and  build  a 
house,  and  then  deny  the  same  advantage  to  his  neighbors.  I  think 
therefore  that,  if  my  learned  brothers  are  right  in  denying  to  the  jury 
the  power  of  finding  that  any  act  was  an  act  reasonable  to  be  done, 
still,  on  the  statement  of  the  present  case,  the  court  has  not  power  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  40s. 

But  in  my  opinion  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  ought  to  be 
affirmed. 

MARTIN,  B.,  read  the  judgment  of 

BRAMWELL,  B.  —  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  judgment  should  be  re- 
versed. The  defendant  has  done  that  which,  if  done  wantonl}1  or 
maliciously,  would  be  actionable,  as  being  a  nuisance  to  the  plaintiff's 
habitation  by  causing  a  sensible  diminution  of  the  comfortable  enjoy- 
ment of  it.  This,  therefore,  calls  on  the  defendant  to  justify  or  excuse 
what  he  has  done.  And  his  justification  is  this :  He  says  that  the 
nuisance  is  not  to  the  health  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  plaintiff's  house, 
that  it  is  of  a  temporary  character,  and  is  necessary  for  the  beneficial 
use  of  bis,  the  defendant's,  land,  and  that  the  public  good  requires  he 
should  be  entitled  to  do  what  he  claims  to  do. 

The  question  seems  to  me  to  be^Is  this  a  justification  in  lQgr)  —  and, 
in  order  not  to  make  a  verbal  mistake,  I  wiTl  sa}r,  —  a  justification  for 
what  is  done,  or  a  matter  which  makes  what  is  done  no  nuisance?  It 
is  to  be  borne  in  mind,  however,  that,  in  fact,  tho  act  of  the  defendant 
is  a  nuisance  such  that  it  would  be  actionable  if  done  wantonly  or 
maliciously.  The  plaintiff,  then,  has  &prima  facie  case.  The  defend- 
ant has  infringed  the  maxim  Sic  utere  tuo  ut  alienum  non  Icedas. 
Then,  what  principle  or  rule  of  law  can  he  rely  on  to  defend  himself? 
It  is  clear  to  my  mind  that  there  is  some  exception  to  the  general  appli- 
cation of  the  maxim  mentioned.  The  instances  put  during  the  argument, 
of  burning  weeds,  emptying  cesspools,  making  noises  during  repairs, 
and  other  instances  which  would  be  nuisances  if  done  wantonly  or 
maliciously,  nevertheless  may  be  lawfull}'  done.  It  cannot  be  said  that 
such  acts  are  not  nuisances,  because,  by  the  hypothesis,  they  are  ;  and 
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it  cannot  be  doubted  that,  if  a  person  maliciously  and  without  cause 
made  close  to  a  dwelling-house  the  same  offensive  smells  as  may  be 
made  in  emptying  a  cesspool,  an  action  would  lie.  Nor  can  these 
cases  be  got  rid  of  as  extreme  cases,  because  such  cases  property  test  a 
principle.  Nor  can  it  be  said  that  the  jury  settle  such  questions  by 
finding  there  is  no  nuisance,  though  there  is.  For  that  is  to  suppose 
they  violate  their  duty,  and  that,  if  they  discharged  their  duty,  such 
matters  would  be  actionable,  which  I  think  they  could  not  and  ought 
not  to  be.  There  must  be,  then,  some  principle  on  which  such  cases 
must  be  excepted.  It  seems  to  me  that  that  principle  ma}-  be  deduced 
from  the  character  of  these  cases,  and  is  this,  viz.,  that  those  acts 
necessary  for  the  common  and  ordinary  use  and  occupation  of  land  and 
houses  may  be  done,  if  conveniently  done,  without  subjecting  those  who 
do  them  to  an  action.  This  principle  would  comprehend  all  the  cases 
I  have  mentioned,  but  would  not  comprehend  the  present,  where  what 
has  been  done  was  not  the  using  of  land  in  a  common  and  ordinary 
way,  but  in  an  exceptional  manner  —  not  unnatural  nor  unusual,  but 
not  the  common  and  ordinary  use  of  land.  There  is  an  obvious  neces- 
sity for  such  a  principle  as  I  have  mentioned.  It  is  as  much  for  the 
advantage  of  one  owner  as  of  another ;  for  the  very  nuisance  the  one 
complains  of,  as  the  result  of  the  ordinary  use  of  his  neighbor's  land,  he 
himself  will  create  in  the  ordinary  use  of  his  own,  and  the  reciprocal 
nuisances  are  of  a  comparatively  trifling  character.  The  convenience 
of  such  a  rule  may  be  indicated,  by  calling  it  a  rule  of  give  and  take, 
live  and  let  live. 

Then  can  this  principle  be  extended  to,  or  is  there  any  other  princi- 
ple which  will  comprehend,  the  present  case?  I  know  of  none:  it  is 
for  the  defendant  to  show  it.  None  of  the  above  reasoning  is  applica- 
ble to  such  a  cause  of  nuisance  as  the  present.  It  had  occurred  to  me, 
that  any  not  unnatural  use  of  the  land,  if  of  a  temporary  character, 
might  be  justified ;  but  I  cannot  see  why  its  being  of  a  temporary 
nature  should  warrant  it.  What  is  temporary,  —  one,  five,  or  twenty 
years?  If  twenty,  it  would  be  difficult  to  sa}T  that  a  brick  kiln  in  the 
direction  of  the  prevalent  wind  for  twenty  }*ears  would  not  be  as  objec- 
tionable as  a  permanent  one  in  the  opposite  direction.  If  temporaiy  in 
order  to  build  a  house  on  the  land,  why  not  temporary  in  order  to 
exhaust  the  brick  earth  ?  I  cannot  think  then  that  the  nuisance  being 
temporary  makes  a  difference. 

But  it  is  said  that,  temporaiy  or  permanent,  it  is  lawful  because  it  is 
for  the  public  benefit.  Now,  in  the  first  place,  that  law  to  my  mind  is 
a  bad  one  which,  for  the  public  benefit,  inflicts  loss  on  an  individual 
without  compensation.  But  further,  with  great  respect,  I  think  this 
consideration  misapplied  in  this  and  in  many  other  cases.  The  public 
consists  of  all  the  individuals  of  it,  and  a  thing  is  only  for  the  public 
benefit  when  it  is  productive  of  good  to  those  individuals  on  the  bal- 
ance of  loss  and  gain  to  all.  So  that  if  all  the  loss  and  all  the  gain 
were  borne  and  received  by  one  individual,  he  on  the  whole  would  be  a 
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gainer.  But  whenever  this  is  the  case,  —  whenever  a  thing  is  for  the 
public  benefit,  properly  understood,  —  the  loss  to  the  individuals  of  Hie 
public  who  lose  will  bear  compensation  out  of  the  gains  of  those  who 
gain.  It  is  for  the  public  benefit  there  should  be  railways,  but  it  would 
not  be  unless  the  gain  of  having  the  railway  was  sufficient  to  compen- 
sate the  loss  occasioned  b\'  the  use  of  the  land  required  for  its  site  ;  and 
accordingly  no  one  thinks  it  would  be  right  to  take  an  individual's  hind 
without  compensation  to  make  a  railway.  It  is  for  the  public  benefit 
that  trains  should  run,  but  not  unless  they  pay  their  expenses.  If  one 
of  those  expenses  is  the  burning  down  of  a  wood  of  such  value  that  the 
railway  owners  would  not  run  the  train  and  burn  down  the  wood  if  it 
were  their  own,  neither  is  it  for  the  public  benefit  they  should  if  the 
wood  is  not  their  own.  If,  though  the  wood  were  their  own,  they  still 
would  find  it  compensated  them  to  run  trains  at  the  cost  of  burning  the 
wood,  then  they  obvioush1  ought  to  compensate  the  owner  of  such  wood, 
not  being  themselves,  if  the}-  burn  it  down  in  making  their  gains.  So 
in  like  way  in  this  case  a  monej'  value  indeed  cannot  easily  be  put  on 
the  plaintiffs  loss,  but  it  is  equal  to  some  number  of  pounds  or  pence, 
£10,  £50,  or  what  not:  unless  the  defendant's  profits  are  enough  to 
compensate  this,  I  deny  that  it  is  for  the  public  benefit  he  should  do 
what  he  has  done  ;  if  the}'  are,  he  ought  to  compensate. 

The  only  objfip.tiionjr  can  sec  to  this  ren son  ing  is,  t.)^nf  by  injunction  or 
b}'  abatement  of  .the  nuisance  ajpan  whowould  not  accept  a  pecuniary 
compensation  might  put  a  stop  to  workg  Q^g£cat-vaTue,  and  "much  more 
than  enough  to  compensate  him.  Thhfobiection,  however,  is  compara- 
tively of  small  m^a^tSaTimportanp^pnTmny  ho  thnt.  f.ho  ]pw  might,  to  be 
amended,  and  some  mcuim  be  piovickd  to  logaliao  nuch  oasea«_&8  I  be- 
lieve is  the  casejn  some  foreign  countries  on  Diving-  prompensalk)n  ;  but 
I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that,  though  the  present  law  may  be  defective, 
it  would  bo  much  worse,  and  bo  unjust  and  inexpedient,  if  it  permitted 
such  power  of  inflicting  loss  and  damage  to  individuals,  without  com- 
pensation, as  is  claimed  by  the  argument  for  the  defendant. 

Since  the  decision  of  Hole  v.  Barlow,  4  C.  B.  N.  S.  334,  claims  have 
been  made  to  poison  and  foul  rivers,  and  to  burn  up  and  devastate 
land,  on  the  ground  of  public  benefit.  I  am  aware  that  case  did  not 
decide  so  much,  but  I  have  a  difficult}',  for  the  reasons  I  have  men- 
tioned, in  saying  that  what  has  been  so  contended  for  does  not  follow 
from  the  principles  enunciated  in  that  case. 

If  we  look  to  analogous  cases  I  find  nothing  to  countenance  the 
defendant's  contention.  A  riparian  owner  cannot  take  water  lor  the 
public  benefit ;  he  cannot  foul  it  for  the  public  benefit,  if  to  the  preju- 
dice of  another  owner.  A  common  cannot  be  enclosed  on  such  prin- 
ciple. A  window,  the  fee-simple  of  which  is  5s.,  cannot  be  stopped  tip 
by  a  building  worth  £1,000,000,  of  the  greatest  public  benefit,  nor  a 
way.  The  windows  of  such  a  house  might  be  blocked  from  light  and 
air,  however  contrary  that  might  be  to  the  public  benefit. 

It  is  true  that  a  man's  character  may  be  unjustly  attacked  in  some 
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cases  without  remedy.  But  we  ought  to  follow  the  rule,  not  the  ex- 
ception ;  and  that  that  is  an  exception  and  anomalous  cannot  be 
doubted.  It  is  shown  by  such  instances  as  I  have  put,  and  by  this  :  if 
a  man  sees  another  apparently  committing  a  felon}',  he  is  bound  by  law 
to  prevent  it  if  the  man  is  realty  committing  it ;  but  if  it  turns  out  that 
no  felony  is  being  committed,  the  arrest  of  such  a  man  would  be  an 
assault  and  false  imprisonment. 

As  to  the  somewhat  remote  illustration  of  taking  a  man's  land  in 
case  of  foreign  invasion,  it  is  said  that  is  a  case  of  "  necessity  ;  "  but 
it  can  hardly  be  a  "  necessity  "  to  burn  bricks  on  the  defendant's  land, 
to  the  nuisance  of  the  plaintiff,  without  compensation. 

I  confess  then  I  can  see  no  reason  or  principle  in  the  defendant's 
contention. 

With  the  greatest  respect  for  those  who  decided  Hole  v.  Barlow,  I 
cannot,  for  the  reasons  I  have  given,  agree  with  it.  That  case  reminds 
me  strongly  of  what  the  late  Lord  Denman  said,  that  he  suspected  a 
case  very  much  when  he  found  it  continually  quoted  immediately  after 
its  decision ;  and  certainly  Hole  v.  Barlow  has  been  so  quoted,  and 
defences  made  on  its  authority  which  never  would  have  been  thought  of 
before  it  appeared.  It  stands  alone.  It  is  practically  opposed  to  cases 
of  daily  occurrence,  where  such  a  point  might  have  been  made  and  was 
not.  I  have  a  difficulty  in  putting  a  meaning  on  the  words  ' '  conven- 
ient, reasonable,  and  proper,"  as  there  used.  "Convenient,  reason- 
able, and  proper,"  as  regards  the  sufferer?  No.  "Convenient, 
reasonable,  and  proper,"  as  regards  the  defendant?  That  cannot  be, 
as  that  might  place  the  nuisance  close  to  the  plaintiff,  to  the  entire  loss 
of  the  power  of  dwelling  in  his  house.  "  Convenient,  reasonable,  and 
proper"  as  between  the  two?  Then  the  nuisance  may  lawfully  be 
greater,  as  the  defendant's  premises  are  smaller,  and  so  his  kiln  must 
be  nearer.  "Convenient,  reasonable,  and  proper"  as  regards  the 
public  good  ?  That  I  have  already  dealt  with.  These  words  are  per- 
fectly intelligible  when  applied  to  such  nuisances  as  would  form  the 
common  and  ordinary  use  of  land,  &c.  See  the  comments  on  the  case 
by  Mr.  W.  H.  Willes,  in  his  edition  of  Gale  on  Easements,  p.  409,  note. 
It  is  countenanced  by  the  passage  from  Comyns'  Digest,  tit.  Action 
upon  the  Case  for  a  Nuisance  (C)  alone,  which  is  contradicted  in  the 
same  book,  and  is  sufficiently  dealt  with  by  the  judgment  of  my 
Brother  Williams. 

In  the  result,  then,  I  think  it  should  be  overruled,  —  which  practically 
is  the  question  here,  —  and  that  our  judgment  should  be  for  the  plaintiff. 
Judgment  reversed,  and  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  40s.1 

1  The  parties  afterwards  agreed  to  enter  a  stet  processus.  —  REP.  See  Cavey  v.  Led- 
litter,  13  C.  B.  N.  S.  470,  accord. 
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HOUSE  OF  LOKDS.     1865. 

[Reported  U  H.  L.  C.  642.] 

THIS  was  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to  recover  from  the  de- 
fendants damages  for  injuries  done  to  his  trees  and  crops,  by  their 
works.  The  defendants  are  the  directors  and  shareholders  of  the  St. 
Helen's  Copper  Smelting  Company  (Limited).  The  plaintiff,  in  I860, 
purchased  a  large  portion  of  the  Bold  Hall  estate,  consisting  of  the 
manor  bouse  and  about  1300  acres  of  land,  within  a  short  distance  of 
which  stood  the  works  of  the  defendants.  The  declaration  alleged  that, 
"  the  defendants  erected,  used,  and  continued  to  use,  certain  smelling 
works  upon  land  near  to  the  said  dwelling-house  and  lands  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  caused  large  quantities  of  noxious  gases,  vapors,  and  other 
noxious  matter,  to  issue  from  the  said  works,  and  diffuse  themselves 
over  the  land  and  premises  of  the  plaintiff,  whereby  the  hedges,  trees, 
shrubs,  fruit,  and  herbage,  were  greatly  injured ;  the  cattle  were  ren- 
dered unhealthy,  and  the  plaintiff  was  prevented  from  having  so  bene- 
ficial a  use  of  the  said  land  and  premises  as  he  would  otherwise  have 
enjoyed,  and  also  the  reversionary  lauds  and  premises  were  depreciated 
in  value."  The  defendants  pleaded,  not  guilty. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Mellor  at  Liverpool  in  Au- 
gust, 1863,  when  the  plaintiff  was  examined  and  spoke  distinctly  to  the 
damage  done  to  his  plantations,  and  to  the  very  unpleasant  nature  of 
the  vapor,  which,  when  the  wind  was  in  a  particular  direction,  affected 
persons  as  well  as  plants  in  his  grounds.  On  cross-examination,  he 
said  he  had  seen  the  defendants'  chimney  before  he  purchased  the 
estate,  but  he  was  not  aware  whether  the  works  were  then  in  operation. 
On  the  part  of  the  defendants,  evidence  was  called  to  show  that  the 
whole  neighborhood  was  studded  with  manufactories  and  tall  chimneys, 
that  there  were  some  alkali  works  close  by  the  defendants'  works,  that 
the  smoke  from  one  was  quite  as  injurious  as  the  smoke  from  the  other, 
that  the  smoke  of  both  sometimes  united,  and  that  it  was  impossible  to 
say  to  which  of  the  two  any  particular  injury  was  attributable.  The  fact 
that  the  defendants'  works  existed  before  the  plaintiff  bought  the  prop- 
erty was  also  relied  on. 

V  The  learned  judge  told  the  jury  that  an  actionable  injury  was  one 
producing  sensible  discomfort;  that  every  man,  unless  enjoying  rights 
obtained  b}*  prescription  or  agreement,  was  bound  to  use  his  own  prop- 
erty in  such  a  manner  as  not  to  injure  the  property  of  his  neighbors ; 
that  there  was  no  prescriptive  right  in  this  case ;  that  the  law  did  not 
regard  trifling  inconveniences  ;  that  everj'thing  must  be  looked  at  from 
:i  reasonable  point  of  view ;  and  therefore,  in  an  action  for  nuisance  to 
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property,  arising  from  noxious  vapors,  the  injury  to  be  actionable  must 
be  such  as  visibly  to  diminish  the  value  of  the  propertj*  and  the  comfort 
and  enjo3*rnent  of  it.  That  when  the  jurors  came  to  consider  the  facts, 
all  the  circumstances,  including  those  of  time  and  locality,  ought  to  be 
taken  into  consideration ;  and  that  with  respect  to  the  latter  it  was 
clear  that  in  counties  where  great  works  had  been  erected  and  carried 
on,  persons  must  not  stand  on  their  extreme  rights  and  bring  actions 
in  respect  of  even*  matter  of  annoyance,  for  if  so,  the  business  of  the 
whole  country  would  be  seriously  interfered  with.  ^X, 

The  defendants'  counsel  submitted  that  the  three  questions  which 
ought  to  be  left  to  the  jury  were,  "  whether  it  was  a  necessary  trade, 
whether  the  place  was  a  suitable  place  for  such  a  trade,  and  whether  it 
was  carried  on  in  a  reasonable  manner."  The  learned  judge  did  not 
put  the  questions  in  this  form,  but  did  ask  the  jury  whether  the  enjoy- 
ment of  the  plaintiff's  property  was  sensibly  diminished,  and  the  answer 
was  in  the  affirmative.  Whether  the  business  there  carried  on  was  an 
ordinary  business  for  smelting  copper,  and  the  answer  was,  "  We  con- 
sider it  an  ordinary  business,  and  conducted  in  a  proper  manner,  in  as 
good  a  manner  as  possible."  But  to  the  question  whether  the  jurors 
thought  that  it  was  carried  on  in  a  proper  place,  the  answer  was,  "  We 
do  not."  The  verdict  was  therefore  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
damages  were  assessed  at  £361 18s.  4^d.  A  motion  was  made  for  a  new 
trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  but  the  rule  was  refused,  4  Best  & 
S.  608.  Leave  was  however  given  to  appeal,  and  the  case  was  carried 
to  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  where  the  judgment  was  affirmed ;  Lord 
Chief  Baron  Pollock  there  observing,  "  My  opinion  has  not  always  been 
that  which  it  is  now.  Acting  upon  what  has  been  decided  in  this 
court,  my  Brother  Metlor's  direction  is  not  open  to  a  bill  of  exception." 
4  Best  &  S.  616.  This  appeal  was  then  brought. 

The  judges  were  summoned,  and  Mr.  Baron  Martin,  Mr.  Justice 
Willes,  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn,  Mr.  Justice  Keating,  Mr.  Baron  Pigott, 
and  Mr.  Justice  Shee,  attended. 

The  Attorney- General  (Sir  R.  Palmer)  and  Mr.  Webster,  for  the 
appellants,  (defendants  in  the  court  below). 

Mr.  JBrett,  Mr.  Mellish,  and  Mr.  Milward  were  for  the  respondent, 
but  were  not  called  upon  to  address  the  House. 

THE  LORD  CHANCELLOR  (LORD  WESTBURY).  —  M}*  Lords,  as  your 
Lordships,  as  well  as  myself,  have  listened  carefully  to  the  able  argu- 
ment on  the  part  of  the  appellants,  and  are  perfectly  satisfied  with  the 
decision  of  the  court  below,  and  are  of  opinion  that,  subject  to  what  we 
may  hear  from  the  learned  judges,  the  direction  to  the  jury  was  right,  I 
would  submit  that  two  questions  should  be  put  to  the  learned  judges  ; 
but  at  the  same  time  the  learned  judges  will  be  good  enough  to  under- 
stand that  if  they  desire  further  argument  of  the  case  the  respondent's 
counsel  must  be  heard.  Otherwise  the  following  are  the  questions 
which  I  propose  to  be  put  to  them  :  Whether  directions  given  by  the 
learned  judge  at  Nisi  Prius  to  the  jury  were  correct?  or,  Whether  a  new 


54  ST.  HELEN'S  SMELTING  COMPANY  v.  TIPPING. 

trial  ought  to  be  granted  in  this  case?  The  learned  judges  will  inti- 
mate to  your  Lordships  whether  they  desire  to  hear  further  argument  on 
the  part  of  the  respondent's  counsel,  or  whether  they  are  prepared  to 
answer  the  questions  put  to  them  b}-  your  Lordships. 

MR.  ]J.u:<>N  MARTIN  said  that  the  judges  did  not  require  the  case  to 
be  further  argued,  but  they  requested  to  have  a  few  moments'  consid- 
eration to  give  their  answer  to  the  questions  put  to  them. 

Adjourned  for  a  short  time,  and  resumed. 

MR.  BARON  MARTIN.  M\*  Lords,  in  answer  to  the  questions  pro- 
posed by  3'our  Lordships  to  the  judges.  I  have  to  state  their  unanimous 
opinion  that  the  directions  given  by  the  learned  judge  to  the  jury  were 
correct,  and  that  a  new  trial  ought  not  to  be  granted.  As  far  as  the 
experience  of  all  of  us  goes,  the  directions  are  such  as  we  have  given  in 
these  cases  for  the  last  twenty  }Tears. 

THE  LORD  CHANCELLOR.  My  Lords,  I  think  your  Lordships  will  be 
satisfied  with  the  answer  we  have  received  from  the  learned  judges  to 
the  questions  put  b}*  this  House. 

My  Lords,  in  matters  of  this  description  it  appears  to  me  that  it  is  a 
veiy  desirable  thing  to  mark  the  difference  between  an  action  brought 
for  a  nuisance  upon  the  ground  that  the  alleged  nuisance  produces 
material  injury  to  the  property,  and  an  action  brought  for  a  nuisance  on 
the  ground  that  the  thing  alleged  to  be  a  nuisance  is  productive  of  sen- 
sible personal  discomfort.  With  regard  to  the  latter,  namely,  the  per- 
sonal inconvenience  and  interference  with  one's  enjoyment,  one's  quiet, 
one's  personal  freedom,  anything  that  discomposes  or  injuriously  affects 
the  sejisea^orjthe  nerves,  whether  that  may  or  ma,y  not  fye,  rlpnnminnipd 
.a.nuisance,  must  undoubtedly  depend  greatly  on  the  circjjjaiaiaiic.es  of 
the  place  where  the  thing  complained  of  actually  occurs^-  If  a  man 
lives  in  a  town,  it  is  necessar3T  that  be  should  subject  himself  to  the 
consequences  of  those  operations  of  trade  which  may  be  carried  on  in 
his  immediate  locality,  which  are  actually  necessary  for  trade  and 
commerce,  and  also  for  the  enjoyment  of  property,  and  for  the  benefit 
of  the  inhabitants  of  the  town  and  of  the  public  at  large.  If  a  man 
lives  in  a  street  where  there  are  numerous  shops,  and  a  shop  is  opened 
next  door  to  him,  which  is  carried  on  in  a  fair  and  reasonable  way,  he 
has  no  ground  for  complaint,  because  to  himself  individually  there  may 
arise  much  discomfort  from  the  trade  carried  on  in  that  shop.  But 
when  an  occupation  is  carried  on  by  one  person  in  the  neighborhood  of 
another,  and  the  result  of  that  trade,  or  occupation,  or  business,  is  a 
jury  t£r™T01'f>yi  then  there  unquestionably  arises  a  very 
" 


'" 


different  consideration";  I  think,  my  L/ords,  that  in  a  case  of  that  de- 
M-ription,  the  submission  which  is  required  from  persons  living  in  soci- 
ety to  that  amount  of  discomfort  which  may  be  necessary  for  the 
legitimate  and  free  exercise  of  the  trade  of  their  neighbors,  would  not 
apply  to  circumstances  the  immediate  result  of  which  is  sensible  injury 
to  the  value  of  the  property. 

Now,  in  the  present  case,  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff  purchased  a  very 
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valuable  estate,  which  lies  within  a  mile  and  a  half  from  certain-  large 
smelting  works.  What  the  occupation  of  these  copper-smelting  premises 
was  anterior  to  the  year  1860  does  not  clearly  appear.  The  plaintiff 
became  the  proprietor  of  an  estate  of  great  value  in  the  month  of  June, 
1860.  In  the  mouth  of  September,  1860,  very  extensive  smelting 
operations,  began  on  the  property  of  the  present  appellants,  in  their 
works  at  St.  Helen's.  Of  the  effect  of  the  vapors  exhaling  from  those 
works  upon  the  plaintiff's  property,  and  the  injury  done  to  his  trees  aud 
shrubs,  there  is  abundance  of  evidence  in  the  case. 

My  Lords,  the  action  has  been  brought  upon  that,  and  the  jurors 
have  found  the  existence  of  the  injury ;  and  the  only  ground  upon 
which  your  Lordships  are  asked  to  set  aside  that  verdict,  and  to  direct 
a  new  trial,  is  this,  that  the  whole  neighborhood  where  these  copper- 
smelting  works  were  carried  on,  is  a  neighborhood  more  or  less  devoted 
to  manufacturing  purposes  of  a  similar  kind,  and  therefore  it  is  said, 
that  inasmuch  as  this  copper  smelting  is  carried  on  in  what  the  appel- 
lant contends  is  a  fit  place,  it  may  be  carried  on  with  impunity,  al- 
though the  result  may  be  the  utter  destruction,  or  the  very  considerable 
diminution,  of  the  value  of  the  plaintiff's  property.  My  Lords,  I  appre- 
hend that  that  is  not  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  suitable,"  or  the  mean- 
ing of  the  word  "  convenient,"  which  has  been  used  as  applicable  to  the 
subject.  The  word  "  suitable  "  unquestionably  cannot  carry  with  it  this 
consequence,  that  a  trade  may  be  carried  on  in  a  particular  locality, 
the  consequence  of  which  trade  may  be  injury  and  destruction  to  the 
neighboring  property.  Of  course,  my  Lords,  I  except  cases  where  any 
prescriptive  right  has  been  acquired  by  a  lengthened  user  of  the  place. 

On  these  grounds,  therefore,  shortly,  without  dilating  further  upon 
them  (and  the}'  are  sufficient!}-  unfolded  by  the  judgment  of  the  learned 
judges  in  the  court  below),  I  advise  your  Lordships  to  affirm  the  deci- 
sion of  the  court  below,  and  to  refuse  the  new  trial,  and  to  dismiss  the 
appeal  with  costs. 

LORD  CRANWORTH.     My  Lords,  I  entirely  concur  in  opinion  with  my 
noble  and  learned  friend  on  the  Woolsack,  and  also  in  the  opinion  ex- 
pressed by  the  learned  judges,  that  this  has  been  considered  to  be  the 
proper  mode  of  directing  a  jury,  as  Mr.  Baron  Martin  said,  for  at  least 
twenty  years ;  I  believe  I  should  have  carried  it  back  rather  further. 
In  stating  what  I  always  understood   the  proper  question   to  be,   I 
cannot  do  better  than  adopt  the  language  of  Mr.  Justice  Mellor.     He 
/  says,  "  It  must  be  plain,  that  persons  using  a  lime-kiln,  or  other  works 
|  which  emit  noxious  vapors,  may  not  do  an  actionable  injury  to  another, 
Y    and  that  any  place  where  such  an  operation  is  carried  on  so  that  it 
/     does  occasion  an  actionable  injury  to  another,  is  not,  in  the  meaning  of 
\     the  law,  a  convenient  place."     I  always  understood  that  to  be  so ;  but 
Xjn  truth,  as  was  observed  in  one  of  the  cases  by  the  learned  judges,  it 
is  extremel}'  difficult  to  lay  down  any  actual  definition  of  what  consti- 
tutes an  injur}-,  because  it  is  always  a  question  of  compound  facts, 
which  must  be  looked  to  to  see  whether  or  not  the  mode  of  carrying  on 
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a  business  did  or  did  not  occasion  so  serious  an  injury  as  to  interfere 
with  the  comfort  of  life  and  enjoyment  of  property. 

I  perfectly  well  remember,  when  I  had  the  honor  of  being  one  of  the 
Barons  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  trying  a  case  in  the  county  of  Dur- 
ham, where  there  was  an  action  for  injury  arising  from  smoke,  in  the 
town  of  Shields.  It  was  proved  incontestably  that  smoke  did  come  and 
in  some  degree  interfere  with  a  certain  person  ;  but  I  said,  '•  You  must 
look  at  it  not  with  a  view  to  the  question  whether,  abstractedly,  that 
quantity  of  smoke  was  a  nuisance,  but  whether  it  was  a  nuisance  to  a 
person  living  in  the  town  of  Shields  ; "  because,  if  it  only  added  in  an 
iuQnitesimal  degree  to  the  quantity  of  smoke,  I  held  that  the  state  of 
the  town  rendered  it  altogether  impossible  to  call  that  an  actionable 
nuisance. 

There  is  nothing  of  that  sort,  however,  in  the  present  case.  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  distinction,  in  matters  of  fact,  was  most  correctl}- 
pointed  out  by  Mr.  Justice  Mellor,  and  I  do  not  think  he  could  possibly 
have  stated  the  law,  either  abstractedly  or  with  reference  to  the  facts, 
better  than  he  has  done  in  this  case. 

LORD  WENSLEYDALE.  My  Lords,  I  entirely  agree  in  opinion  with 
both  my  noble  and  learned  friends  in  this  case.  In  these  few  sen- 
tences I  think  everything  is  included :  The  defendants  say,  "  If  you  do 
not  mind  you  will  stop  the  progress  of  works  of  this  description."  I 
agree  that  it  is  so,  because,  no  doubt,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster  above 
all  other  counties,  where  great  works  have  been  created  and  carried  on, 
and  are  the  means  of  developing  the  national  wealth,  you  must  not 
stand  on  extreme  rights  and  allow  a  person  to  say,  "I  will  bring  an 
action  against  you  for  this  and  that,  and  so  on."  Business  could  not 
go  on  if  that  were  so.  Everything  must  be  looked  at  from  a  reason- 
able point  of  view ;  therefore  the  law  does  not  regard  trifling  and  small 
inconveniences,  but  only  regards  sensible  inconveniences,  injuries  which 
sensibly  diminish  the  comfort,  enjoyment  or  value  of  the  property  which 
is  affected. 

My  Lords,  I  do  not  think  the  question  could  have  been  more  cor- 
rectly laid  down  by  any  one  to  the  jury,  and  I  entirely  concur  in  the 
propriety  of  dismissing  this  appeal. 

JiiJf/ment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  affirming  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  affirmed;  and  appeal  dismissed,  wit ti costs.1 

1  See  the  important  case  of  Walter  v.  Selfe,  4  De  G.  &  Sm.  315  ;  also  Campbell  v. 
Seaman,  63  N.  Y.  568  ;  Salvin  v.  N.  Brancepeth  Coal  Co.,  L.  R.  9  Ch.  705. 
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STURGES   y.  BRIDGMAN. 
COURT  OF  APPEAL  IN  CHANCERY.     1879. 

[Reported  11  Ch.  Div.  852.] 

\JLJfjtt 

THE  plaintiff  igjjr^gasg  was-a-phyainjin.-    In  the  year  1860  he  pur-        r  j  <• 


chased  the  lease  of  a  house  in  Wimpole  Street,   London,   which  he 
occupied  as  his  professional  residence. 

Wimpole  Street  runs  north  and  south,  and  is  crossed  at  right  angles  c^     \.  * 
by  Wigmore  Street.     The  plaintiff's  house  was  on  the  west  side  of   f) 
Wimpole  Street,  and  was  the  second  house  from  the  north  side  of  Wig-    r<-  *"J~^ 
more  Street.     Behind  the  house  was  a  garden,  and  in  1873  the  plain- 
tiff erected  a  consulting-room  at  the  end  of  his  garden. 

The  defendant  was  a  confectioner  in  large  business  in  Wigmore 
Street.  His  house  was  on  the  north  side  of  Wigmore  Street  and  his 
kitchen  was  at  the  back  of  his  house,  and  stood  on  ground  which  was 
formerly  a  garden  and  abutted  on  the  portion  of  the  plaintiffs  garden 
on  which  he  built  the  consulting-room.  So  that  there  was  nothing 
between  the  plaintiff's  consulting-room  and  the  defendant's  kitchen  but 
the  party-wall.  The  defendant  had  in  his  kitchen  two  large  marble 
mortars  set  in  brickwork  built  up  to  and  against  the  part}--wall  which 
separated  his  kitchen  from  the  plaintiff's  consulting-room,  and  worked 
by  two  large  wooden  pestles  held  in  an  upright  position  by  horizontal 
bearers  fixed  into  the  part3'-wall.  These  mortars  were  used  for  break- 
ing up  and  pounding  loaf-sugar  and  other  hard  substances,  and  for 
pounding  meat. 

The  plaliTjjffjiJlfcypd-tluii  alipTTfTTp  defendant's  pestles  and  mortars 
were  being  inrdj  tltr  iiiil'lrTmfl  yTTJrTrrfnn  tlirrnbj"  rninrrl  tcrrr  very  great, 
and  were  heard  and  felt_Jn  thn  p1n'ntiffp  consulting-room,  and  such 
noise  and  vibr'itirm  •nprjornly  unnnyod  njid  rliotiirbM— tho-p^ntiff^  and 
materially  interfered  with  him  in  the  practice  of  his  profession.  In 
particular  the  plaintiff  stated  that  the  noise  prevented  him  from  exam- 
ining his  patients  by  auscultation  for  diseases  of  the  chest.  He  also 
found  it  impossible  to  engage  with  effect  in  any  occupation  which  re- 
quired thought  and  attention. 

The  use  of  the  pestles  and  mortars  varied  with  the  pressure  of  the 
defendant's  business,  but  they  were  generally  used  between  the  hours 
10  A.  M.  and  1  P.  M. 

The  plaintiff  made  several  complaints  of  the  annoyance,  and  ulti- 
mately brought  this  action,  in  which  he  claimed  an  injunction  to  restrain 
the  defendant  from  using  the  pestles  and  mortars  in  such  manner  as  to 
cause  him  annoyance. 

The  defendant  stated  in  his  defence  that  he  and  his  father  had  used 
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one  of  the  pestles  and  mortars  in  the  same  place  and  to  the  same  extent 
as  now  for  more  than  sixty  years,  and  that  he  had  used  the  second 
pestle  and  mortar  in  the  same  place  and  to  the  same  extent  as  now  for 
more  than  twenty -six  years.  He  alleged  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  built 
his  consulting-room  with  a  separate  wall,  and  not  against  the  wall  of 
the  defendant's  kitchen,  he  would  not  have  experienced  any  noise  or 
vibration  ;  and  he  denied  that  the  plaintiff  suffered  any  serious  annoy- 
ance, and  pleaded  a  prescriptive  right  to  use  the  pestles  and  mortars 
•under  the  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  71. 

Issue  was  joined,  and  both  parties  went  into  evidence.  The  result 
of  the  evidence  was  that  the  existence  of  the  nuisance  was,  in  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court,  sufficiently  proved ;  and  it  also  appeared  that  no 
material  inconvenience  had  been  felt  by  the  plaintiff  until  he  built  his 
consulting-room. 

The  action  came  on  for  trial  May  31,  1878,  before  Jesscl,  M.  R.,  who 
held  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  an  injunction.1 

From  this  decision  the  defendant  appealed.  The  appeal  came  on  to 
be  heard  on  the  13th  of  June,  1879. 

Chitty,  Q.  C.,  and  Methold,  for  the  appellant. 

Waller,  Q.  C.,  and  S.  Dickenson,  for  the  plaintiff. 

1879,  Jul}*  1.  THESIGER,  L.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court 
(JAMES,  BAGGALLAY,  and  THESIGER,  L.  JJ.)  as  follows :  — 

The  defendant  in  this  case  is  the  occupier,  for  the  purpose  of  his 
business  as  a  confectioner,  of  a  house  in  Wigmore  Street.  In  the  rear 
of  the  house  is  a  kitchen,  and  in  that  kitchen  there  are  now,  and  have 
been  for  over  twenty  j^ears,  two  large  mortars  in  which  the  meat  and 
other  materials  of  the  confectionery  are  pounded.  The  plaintiff,  who  is 
a  physician,  is  the  occupier  of  a  house  in  Wimpole  Street,  which  until 
recently  had  a  garden  at  the  rear,  the  wall  of  which  garden  was  a  party- 
wall  between  the  plaintiff's  and  the  defendant's  premises,  and  formed 
the  back  wall  of  the  defendant's  kitchen.  The  plaintiff  has,  however, 
recently  built  upon  the  site  of  the  garden  ?i  consulting-room,  one  of  the 
side  walls  of  which  is  the  wall  just  described.  It  has  been  proved  that 
in  the  case  of  the  mortars,  before  and  at  the  time  of  action  brought,  a 
noise  was  caused  which  seriously  inconvenienced  the  plaintiff  in  the  use 
of  his  consulting-room,  and  which,  unless  the  defendant  had  acquired  a 
right  to  impose  the  inconvenience,  would  constitute  an  actionable  nui- 
sance. The  defendant  contends  that  he  had  acquired  the  right,  either 
at  common  law  or  under  the  Prescription  Act,  by  uninterrupted  user 
for  more  than  twenty  3-ears. 

In  deciding  this  question  one  more  fact  is  necessary  to  be  stated. 
Prior  to  the  erection  of  the  consulting-room  no  material  annoyance  or 
inconvenience  was  caused  to  the  plaintiff  or  to  any  previous  occupier  of 
the  plaintiff's  house  by  what  the  defendant  did.  It  is  true  that  the 
defendant  in  the  7th  paragraph  of  his  affidavit  speaks  of  an  invalid 
lad}*  who  occupied  the  house  upon  one  occasion,  about  thirty  years 

1  The  opinion  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  is  omitted. 
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before,  requesting  him  if  possible  to  discontinue  the  use  of  the  mortars 
before  eight  o'clock  in  the  morning ;  and  it  is  true  also  that  there  is 
some  evidence  of  the  garden  wall  having  been  subjected  to  vibration,  but 
this  vibration,  even  if  it  existed  at  all,  was  so  slight,  and  the  complaint, 
if  it  could  be  called  a  complaint,  of  the  invalid  lad\*,  and  can  be  looked 
upon  as  evidence,  was  of  so  trifling  a  character  that,  upon  the  maxim  de 
minimis  non  curat  lex,  we  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  the  defendant's 
acts  would  not  have  given  rise  to  any  proceedings  either  at  law  or  in 
equity.  Here  then  arises  the  objection  to  the  acquisition  by  the  defendant 
of  any  easement.  That  which  was  done  by  him  was  in  its  nature  such 
that  it  could  not  be  physically  interrupted ;  it  could  not  at  the  same 
time  be  put  a  stop  to  by  action.  Can  user  which  is  neither  preventable 
nor  actionable  found  an  easement?  We  think  not.  The  question,  so 
far  as  regards  this  particular  easement  claimed,  is  the  same  question 
whether  the  .defendant  endeavors  to  assert  his  right  by  common  law 
or  under  the  Prescription  Act.  That  Act  fixes  periods  for  the  acquisi- 
tion of  easements,  but,  except  in  regard  to  the  particular  easement  of 
light,  or  in  regard  to  certain  matters  which  are  immaterial  to  the  pres- 
ent inquiry,  it  does  not  alter  the  character  of  easements,  or  of  the  user 
or  enjoyment  by  which  they  are  acquired.  This  being  so,  the  law 
governing  the  acquisition  of  easements  by  user  stands  thus  :  Consent  or 
acquiescence  of  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement  lies  at  the  root  of 
prescription,  and  of  the  fiction  of  a  lost  grant,  and  hence  the  acts  or 
user,  which  go  to  the  proof  of  either  the  one  or  the  other,  must  be,  in 
the  language  of  the  civil  law,  nee  m  nee  clam  nee  precario  /  for  a  man 
cannot,  as  a  general  rule,  be  said  to  consent  to  or  acquiesce  in  the 
acquisition  b}-  his  neighbor  of  an  easement  through  an  enjoyment  of 
which  he  has  no  knowledge,  actual  or  constructive,  or  which  he  con- 
tests and  endeavors  to  interrupt,  or  which  he  temporarily  licenses.  It 
is  a  mere  extension  of  the  same  notion,  or  rather  it  is  a  principle  into 
which  by  strict  analysis  it  may  be  resolved,  to  hold,  that  an  enjoyment 
which  a  man  cannot  prevent  raises  no  presumption  of  consent  or  acqui- 
escence. Upon  this  principle  it  was  decided  in  Webb  v.  Bird,  13  C.  B. 
N.  S.  841,  that  currents  of  air  blowing  from  a  particular  quarter  of 
the  compass,  and  in  Chasemore  v.  Richards,  1  H.  L.  C.  349,  that  sub- 
terranean water  percolating  through  the  strata  in  no  known  channels, 
could  not  be  acquired  as  an  easement  by  user ;  and  in  Angus  v.  Dalton, 
4  Q.  B.  D.  162,  a  case  of  lateral  support  of  buildings  b}*  adjacent  soil, 
which  came  on  appeal  to  this  court,  the  principle  was  in  no  way  im- 
pugned, although  it  was  held  by  the  majorit}-  of  the  court  not  to  be 
applicable  so  as  to  prevent  the  acquisition  of  that  particular  easement. 
It  is  a  principle  which  must  be  equally  appropriate  to  the  case  of  affirm- 
ative as  of  negative  easements  ;  in  other  words,  it  is  equally  unreason- 
able to  imply  your  consent  to  }'our  neighbor  enjoying  something  which 
passes  from  your  tenement  to  his,  as  to  his  subjecting  your  tenement  to 
something  which  comes  from  his,  when  in  both  cases  you  have  no  power 
of  prevention.  But  the  affirmative  easement  differs  from  the  negative 
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easement  in  this,  that  the  latter  can  under  no  circumstances  be  inter- 
rupted except  by  acts  done  upon  the  servient  tenement ;  but  the  former, 
constituting,  as  it  does,  a  direct  interference  with  the  enjoyment  by  the 
servient  owner  of  his  tenement,  may  be  the  subject  of  legal  proceed- 
ings as  well  as  of  physical  interruption.  To  put  concrete  cases,  — the 
passage  of  light  and  air  to  your  neighbor's  windows  may  be  physically 
interrupted  by  you,  but  gives  you  no  legal  grounds  of  complaint  against 
him.  The  passage  of  water  from  his  land  on  to  yours  may  be  physi- 
cally interrupted,  or  may  be  treated  as  a  trespass  and  made  the  ground 
of  action  for  damages,  or  for  an  injunction,  or  both.  Noise  is  similar 
to  currents  of  air  and  the  flow  of  subterranean  and  uncertain  streams  iu 
its  practical  incapability  of  physical  interruption,  but  it  differs  from  them 
in  its  capability  of  grounding  an  action.  Webb  v.  Bird  and  Chase- 
more  v.  Richards  are  not,  therefore,  direct  authorities  governing  the 
present  case.  They  are,  however,  illustrations  of  the  principle  which 
ought  to  govern  it ;  for  until  the  noise,  to  take  this  case,  became  an 
actionable  nuisance,  which  it  did  not  at  any  time  before  the  consulting- 
room  was  built,  the  basis  of  the  presumption  of  the  consent,  viz.,  the 
power  of  prevention  physical!}'  or  by  action,  was  never  present. 

It  is  said  that  if  this  principle  Is  applied  in  cases  like  the  present,  and 
were  carried  out  to  its  logical  consequences,  it  would  result  in  the  most 
serious  practical  inconveniences  ;  for  a  man  might  go,  say  into  the 
midst  of  the  tanneries  of  Bermondsey,  or  into  an}'  other  locality  de- 
voted to  a  particular  trade  or  manufacture  of  a  noisy  or  unsavory  char- 
acter, and,  by  building  a  private  residence  upon  a  vacant  piece  of  laud, 
put  a  stop  to  such  trade  or  manufacture  altogether.  The  case  also  is 
put  of  a  blacksmith's  forge  built  away  from  all  habitations,  but  to 
which,  in  course  of  time,  habitations  approach.  We  do  not  think  that 
either  of  these  hypothetical  cases  presents  any  real  difficulty.  As  re- 
gards the  first,  it  may  be  answered  that  whether  anything  is  a  nuisance 
or  not,  is  a  question  to  be  determined,  not  merely  by  an  abstract  con- 
sideration of  the  thing  itself,  but  in  reference  to  its  circumstances ; 
what  would  be  a  nuisance  in  Belgrave  Square  would  not  necessarily  be 
so  in  Bermondsey  ;  and  where  a  locality  is  devoted  to  a  particular  trade 
or  manufacture  carried  on  by  the  traders  or  manufacturers  in  a  particu- 
lar and  established  manner  not  constituting  a  public  nuisance,  judges 
and  juries  would  be  justified  in  finding,  and  may  be  trusted  to  find,  that 
the  trade  or  manufacture  so  carried  on  in  that  locality  is  not  a  private  or 
actionable  wrong.  As  regards  the  blacksmith's  forge,  that  is  really  an 
idem  per  idem  case  with  the  present.  It  would  be  on  the  one  hand  in 
a  very  high  degree  unreasonable  and  undesirable  that  there  should  be  a 
right  of  action  for  acts  which  are  not  in  the  present  condition  of  the 
adjoining  land,  and  possibly  never  will  be  any  annoyance  or  inconven- 
ience to  either  its  owner  or  occupier ;  and  it  would  be  on  the  other  hand 
in  an  equally  degree  unjust,  and,  from  a  public  point  of  view,  inexpe- 
dient that  the  use  and  value  of  the  adjoining  land  should,  for  all  time 
and  under  all  circumstances,  be  restricted  and  diminished  by  reason  of 
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the  continuance  of  acts  incapable  of  physical  interruption,  and  which 
the  law  gives  no  power  to  prevent.  The  smith  in  the  case  supposed 
might  protect  himself  b}-  taking  a  sufficient  curtilage  to  insure  what  he 
does  from  being  at  any  time  an  annoyance  to  his  neighbor ;  but  the 
neighbor  himself  would  be  powerless  in  the  matter.  Individual  cases 
of  hardship  may  occur  in  the  strict  carrying  out  of  the  principle  upon 
which  we  found  our  judgment,  but  the  negation  of  the  principle  would 
lead  even  more  to  individual  hardship,  and  would  at  the  same  time 
produce  a  prejudicial  effect  upon  the  development  of  land  for  residen- 
tial purposes.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  the  court  below  took  sub- 
stantiall}'  the  same  view  of  the  matter  as  ourselves,  and  granted  the 
relief  which  the  plaintiff  pra}-ed  for ;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  his 
order  is  right  and  should  be  affirmed,  and  that  this  appeal  should  be 
dismissed  with  costs.1 


DANA  v.   VALENTINE. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1842. 

[Reported  5  Met.  8.] 

THIS  was  a  bill  in  equit}',  brought  by  ten  plaintiffs,  praying  for  an 
injunction  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  carrying  on  the  business  of    ^_^^^_ 
manufacturing  soap  and  candles,  and  of  slaughtering  cattle,  &c.,  in  the  ^nt 
town  of  Cambridge. 

The  bill  alleged  that  six  of  the  plaintiffs  were,  and  long  had  been,  ^^^-^c^ 
several!}-  seised  and  in  the  actual  possession  of  freehold  estates  in  sev-  ^^^  Jj/i 
era!  parcels  of  land  in  said  Cambridge,  fronting  on  Pearl  Street,  in  the  I  '  / 

immediate  vicinity  of  a  dense  and  rapidly  increasing  population ;  which 
lands  would  be  of  great,  vain  p.  and  in  great  demand  for  dwelling-houses,    ,  '<Uv  "lM~v 
but  for  the  existence  ofthenuisances  bereinaftercomplained  of,  and  ^-a-^^., 
were  of  coroparatively~small  value  loi1  ally  ulhyrpurpose  than  for  build- . 
ing  lots  :  That  the  other  four  plaintiffs  were,  and  long  had  been,  sever- 
ally seised  and  possessed  of  dwelling-houses  in  said  Cambridge,  near  to 
said  street,  which  were  severally  occupied  and  inhabited  by  them,  with 
their  several  families :  That  the  defendant,  for  five  3Tears  next  before 
the  filing  of  the  bill,  had  been,  and  still  was,  possessed  of  a  lot  of  lai 
and  buildings,  fronting  on  said  street,  contiguous  and  near  to  the  afore- 
said lands  and  dwelling-houses  of  the  plaintiffs  ;  and  that  he,  about  five 
years  since,  commenced  and  has  ever  since  wrongfully  exercised  and 
carried  on,  in  and  upon  his  said  lot  of  land  and  buildings,  the  trade  and 
business  of  manufacturing  soap  and  candles,  and  of  slaughtering  cattle, 
and  of  melting  and  trying  out  grease  and  manufacturing  tallow,  from 
the  bones  and  offal  of  cattle,  whereby  the  air,  within  and  about  the 
before-mentioned  dwellings  and  lands  of  the  plaintiffs,  had  constantly 

1  See  also  on  noise,  Keeble  v.  Hickeringill,  11  East,  574,  n.  ;  Soltauv.  De  Held,  2 
Sim.  N.  S.  133. 
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been,  and  still  was,  impregnated  with  noisome,  noxious,  and  offensive 
vapors,  fumes,  and  stenches,  and  had  been,  during  all  the  time  afore- 
said, and  still  was,  by  means  thereof,  rendered  corrupt,  offensive,  and 
unwholesome  :  That  the  aforesaid  lands  of  two  of  the  six  plaintiffs  first 
above  mentioned  had  been,  during  the  time  aforesaid,  and  still  were, 
flowed  and  injured  b}*  the  feculent  matter  proceeding  from  the  defend- 
ant's slaughter-house  on  his  said  lot  of  land :  That  the  said  lands  of  all 
the  plaintiffs  had  been,  and  still  were,  by  reason  of  the  said  trades  so 
injuriously  exercised  by  the  defendant,  rendered  unsalable  and  of  no 
value ;  and  that  the  plaintiffs,  who  own  the  dwelling-houses  above- 
mentioned,  and  their  families,  had  been  and  still  were  greatly  harassed 
and  annoyed,  their  health  endangered,  and  their  dwellings  rendered 
uncomfortable  and  unfit  for  habitation.  The  bill  further  alleged,  that 
the  defendant,  in  the  exercise  of  his  business  of  slaughtering  cattle, 
and  as  incident  thereto,  greatly  annoyed  and  injured  the  plaintiffs,  who 
are  last  above  mentioned,  and  their  families,  by  filling  said  street  with 
herds  of  cattle,  and  thereby  often  rendering  it  impassable  with  safety  or 
comfort ;  and  also  by  spreading  upon  the  fences,  on  both  sides  of  said 
street,  the  hides  taken  from  slaughtered  cattle,  and  thereb}^  filling  the 
air  with  noxious  stenches,  &c. 

It  was  further  alleged  in  the  bill,  that  within  two  months  next  before 
the  filing  thereof,  the  defendant's  buildings,  in  which  he  exercised  said 
trades,  were  consumed  b}*  fire,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  had  requested 
him  to  refrain  from  rebuilding  and  from  canying  on  said  trades  any 
longer  in  that  place  ;  but  that  the  defendant  had  refused  so  to  refrain, 
and  had  avowed  his  determination  to  rebuild,  and  to  carry  on  said 
trades  as  before,  and  had  begun  and  was  proceeding  in  the  erection  of 
buildings,  &c.,  for  that  purpose. 

The  bill  concluded  with  an  averment  that  the  plaintiffs  had  no  plain, 
adequate,  and  complete  remedy  at  law,  and  a  prayer  that  a  writ  of 
injunction  might  be  ordered  and  issued  against  the  defendant,  to  desist 
from  recommencing  either  of  said  trades  in  the  place  or  vicinity  afore- 
said, and  that  he  might  be  decreed  to  pa}-  to  the  plaintiffs,  respectively, 
the  damages  sustained  by  them,  by  reason  of  his  former  wrongful  exer- 
cise of  said  trades. 

The  defendant's  answer  admitted  that  in  the  year  1825  he  became 
the  occupant  of  the  lot  of  land  and  buildings  mentioned  in  the  plaintiffs' 
bill,  and  that  in  1828  he  became  the  owner  thereof  in  fee,  and  had,  from 
his  first  occupation  thereof,  there  carried  on  the  business  of  slaughtering 
cattle,  and  boiling  and  trying  out  tallow,  and  for  the  last  five  years  had 
been  there  engaged  in  manufacturing  soap  and  candles ;  but  he  denied 
that  the  air  within  and  about  the  premises  of  the  plaintiffs  had  been 
thereb}'  constantly,  or  during  an}'  part  of  said  five  years,  impregnated 
with  noisome  or  unwholesome  vapors,  so  as  to  render  the  same  offensive 
or  injurious  to  the  plaintiffs  or  their  families,  or  that  the  lands  of  either 
of  the  plaintiffs  had  ever  been  flowed  or  injured  by  the  feculent  matter 
proceeding  from  the  defendant's  slaughter-house.  The  defendant  also 
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denied  that  either  of  the  plaintiffs,  or  their  families,  had  suffered  any 
great  annoyance  or  injury,  or  been  rendered  greatly  uncomfortable  by 
any  of  the  causes  set  forth  in  their  bill :  He  admitted,  however,  that 
during  part  of  the  hot  season  of  some  }'ears,  prior  to  1836,  disgusting  and 
offensive  vapors,  fumes,  &c.,  did  proceed  from  the  matter  which  accu- 
mulated about  his  slaughter-house,  whereby  the  air  on  the  plaintiffs' 
premises  might  have  been  and  probably  was  a  little  corrupted,  and 
rendered  a  little  offensive  and  uncomfortable  ;  but  denied  that  such  was 
the  fact  since  the  year  1835. 

The  defendant  also  averred  in  his  answer,  that  Wheeler  and  Gay, 
from  whom,  through  mesne  conveyances,  he  derived  title  to  his  said 
lot  of  land,  &c.,  purchased  said  lot  in  the  year  1816,  and  in  that  year 
erected  thereon  buildings,  &c.,  suitable  for  the  purpose  of  slaughtering 
cattle,  and  ever  thereafter,  for  seven  j'ears  next  ensuing,  there  carried 
on  the  business  of  slaughtering  cattle  and  boiling  and  trying  out  tallow ; 
and  that  the  same  business  was  afterwards  there  carried  on  by  others, 
excepting  two  years,  until  the  year  1825,  when  the  defendant  became 
the  occupant  of  said  lot  and  buildings,  as  above  by  him  stated. 

The  plaintiffs  filed  a  general  replication,  and  evidence  was  taken  by 
both  parties. 

The  argument  was  had  at  the  last  October  term. 

Greenleaf  and  It.  II.  Dana,  Jr.,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Huttrick,  for  the  defendant. 

WILDE,  J.  [After  stating  the  substance  of  the  bill  and  answer.]  The 
material  facts  alleged  in  the  bill  are  satisfactorily  proved.  Indeed 
most  of  them  are  admitted  in  the  answer.  The  charge,  however,  as  to 
the  unwholesomeness  of  the  air  is  neither  admitted  by  the  defendant, 
nor  satisfactorily  proved  by  the  plaintiffs.  But  according  to  the  view 
we  have  taken  of  the  question,  whether,  upon  the  whole  matter,  the 
plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed  for,  we  do  not  consider  it 
necessary  to  discuss  the  conflicting  evidence  on  this  point,  nor  that  in 
respect  to  the  extent  of  the  plaintiffs'  damages,  about  which  the  numer- 
ous witnesses  do  not  entirely  coincide. 

The  facts  admitted  by  the  answer  are  abundantly  sufficient  to  entitle 
the  plaintiffs  to  relief,  either  jointly  or  severally,  unless  the  defendant 
can  show  a  sufficient  defence.  Two  grounds  of  defence  are  relied  on. 
The  first  is,  that  the  plaintiffs,  if  they  have  been  injured,  have  a  com- 
plete and  adequate  remedy  at  law.  And  in  the  second  place,  that  the 
defendant  has  made  out  a  good  prescriptive  right  and  justification. 

As  to  the  first  ground  of  defence,  we  are  of  opinion,  that  the  several 
plaintiffs,  who  own  vacant  lots,  on  which  there  are  no  dwelling-houses, 
have  a  complete  and  adequate  remedy  at  law ;  and  that  an  action  at 
law  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  the  diminution  of  the  value  of  their 
lands,  by  the  nuisance  alleged,  is  the  only  suitable  and  appropriate 
remed}r.  Upon  no  principle  of  equity  can  the  court  interpose  in  their 
favor,  by  injunction  on  the  defendant  to  desist  from  carrying  on  his 
trade  ;  there  being  no  certainty  that  dwelling-houses  will  ever  be  erected 
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on  these  premises :  Or  if  there  should  be,  it  is  uncertain  when  such 
erections  may  be  made.  To  require  this  extraordinary  relief,  the  injury 
complained  of  must  actually  exist,  or  the  danger  must  appear  to  be 
certain  and  immediate,  and  not  depending  on  any  contingency.  We 
think  it  therefore  very  manifest,  that  these  owners  of  vacant  lots  have 
made  out  no  title  to  the  interposition  of  a  court  of  equity.  Attorney 
General  v.  Nichol,  16  Ves.  342;  Fishmongers'  Co.  \.  East  India  Co., 
1  Dick.  164  ;  Wynstariley  v.  Lee,  2  Swanst.  336  ;  Bonaparte  v.  Cam- 
den  db  Amboy  Rail  Road  Co.,  1  Bald.  231  ;  2  Story  on  Eq.  §  925. 

On  this  ground  the  defendant's  counsel  contends  that  the  bill  must 
be  dismissed,  and  that  by  the  rules  of  pleading  and  practice  in  courts 
of  equity,  it  cannot,  at  this  stage  of  the  proceedings,  be  amended.  And 
several  cases  have  been  cited,  in  which  it  was  decided  that  if  a  party 
having  an  interest,  joins  with  him,  as  a  co-plaintiff,  a  party  having  no 
interest,  the  bill  is  demurrable,  if  the  facts  appear  on  the  bill,  and  if  not, 
that  they  may  be  well  pleaded  in  defence.  And  as  to  the  rule  of 
amendments,  it  is  well  settled  in  the  courts  of  equity  in  England,  that 
no  amendment  generally  is  allowable,  after  the  parties  are  at  issue  and 
witnesses  have  been  examined.  But  there  are  some  exceptions,  when 
it  is  necessary  to  make  new  parties ;  which  ma}'  be  done  by  special 
leave  of  court.  Story,  Eq.  PI.  §  332 ;  Mitf.  PL  (3d  ed.)  262.  Good- 
win v.  Goodwin,  8  Atk.  370.  But  on  the  question  of  amendments  we 
are  not  bound  by  the  English  rules  of  practice.  By  our  Rev.  Sts.  c. 
100,  §  22,  "the  court,  in  which  any  civil  action  is  pending,  may,  at 
any  time  before  judgment  rendered  therein,  allow  amendments,  either 
in  form  or  substance,  of  any  process,  pleading,  or  proceeding  in  such 
action,  on  such  terms  as  shall  be  just  and  reasonable."  Under  this 
provision,  we  should  not  hesitate  to  allow  an  amendment  of  the  bill  on 
reasonable  terms,  if  by  any  amendment  it  could  be  maintained. 

We  are  therefore  to  consider  the  second  ground  of  defence,  and  to 
determine  whether  either  of  the  plaintiffs,  according  to  the  rules  and 
principles  of  equity,  is  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed  for. 

The  defence  is,  that  the  defendant,  and  those  from  whom  he  derives 
his  title,  have  been  in  the  possession  of  the  buildings  in  which  he  carries 
on  his  trade,  for  more  than  twenty  years ;  during  which  time,  he  and 
they  have  carried  on  said  trade  without  molestation  or  interruption, 
excepting  for  about  two  years,  when  the  said  buildings  were  not  so  used 
by  them.  This,  prima  facie,  is  a  good  foundation  for  the  presumption 
of  a  grant,  unless  the  said  non  user  is  to  be  considered  as  breaking  the 
continuity  of  the  possession.  The  facts  and  circumstances  in  evidence 
are  not  sufficient  to  enable  the  court  to  give  any  decisive  opinion  on 
this  point ;  but  such  as  the  evidence  is,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  show  an}' 
relinquishment  or  abandonment,  by  the  persons  under  whom  the  de- 
fendant claims,  of  any  of  their  privileges  ;  and  no  interruption  of  their 
enjoyment  of  them  by  the  plaintiffs  is  either  proved  or  alleged.  The 
mere  ceasing  to  enjoy  an  easement  does  not  destroy  a  party's  right, 
unless  it  appears  from  the  facts  and  circumstances  that  he  intended  to 
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abandon  and  not  to  resume  it.  So  it  was  decided  fn.  Moore  v.  Rcncson, 
3  Barn.  &  Cres.  332  ;  s.  c.  5  Dowl.  &  Ryl.  234.  In  that  case,  the 
part3-'s  right  to  the  easement  had  become  perfect  before  he  ceased  to 
enjoy  it,  and  in  that  respect  it  differs  from  the  present  case ;  but  the 
principle,  we  think,  applies  here.  The  material  inquiry  in  all  such  casef 
is,  whether  there  was  an  intention  to  abandon  the  easement  or  privilege 
before  enjoyed,  or  whether  the  non  user  is  imputable  to  some  other 
cause.  See  Gale  &  Whatley  on  Easements  (Amer.  ed.),  262. 

Another  objection  to  the  defendant's  title  by  prescription  is,  that 
until  lately  the  plaintiffs  suffered  no  damage  from  the  alleged  nuisance, 
and  therefore  could  not  interpose  to  prevent  its  continuance.  But  it  is 
very  clear  that  where  a  party's  right  of  property  is  invaded,  he  may 
maintain  an  action  for  the  invasion  of  his  right,  without  proof  of  actual 
damage.  So  it  was  decided  in  Bolivar  Manuf.  Co.  v.  Neponset 
JIanuf.  Co.,  16  Pick.  24^ and  the  principle  is  unquestionable.  2  East, 
161 ;  2  Met.  469  ;  4  Met.  477. 

Some  other  objections  were  made  to  the  defendant's  prescriptive 
right,  which  however  it  is  not  important  to  remark  upon,  for  the  most 
that  can  be  urged  is,  that  the  defendant's  right  is  doubtful ;  and  that  is 
sufficient  for  him  to  show,  as  a  defence,  in  the  present  suit.  It  has 
been  frequentl}'  decided  that  when  works  have  been  suffered  to  remain 
three  years  or  upwards,  that  is  considered  such  laches  as  to  preclude 
the  party  from  having  relief  in  a  court  of  equity,  without  going  first  to 
law.  It  was  so  decided  in  Wetter  v.  Smeaton,  1  Cox,  102,  and  in 
Reid  v.  Gifford,  6  Johns.  Ch.  19. 

In  the  present  case,  the  defendant  has  been  in  the  uninterrupted  pos- 
session of  his  buildings  and  works  ever  since  the  }"ear  1825,  carrying  on 
his  trade  and  business  during  the  whole  time,  without  any  objection 
made  b}*  the  plaintiffs  until  recently.  And  in  addition  he  has  proved  a 
good  prima  facie  title  by  prescription.  Whether  the  plaintiffs  maybe 
able  to  impeach  this  title  effectually,  we  do  not  know  ;  but  that  question 
is  to  be  tried  in  an  action  at  law.  And  before  its  determination,  this 
court,  as  a  court  of  equity  will  not  interpose. 

Nor  is  this  a  case  in  which  the  proceedings  ought  to  be  suspended 
until  the  trial  and  decision  of  the  title  at  law.  That  would  be  a  proper 
course  to  pursue,  where  a  temporary  injunction  becomes  necessary  to 
prevent  irreparable  damage  ;  but  to  justify  such  an  interposition,  the 
injury  ought  to  be  of  such  a  nature  as  not  to  admit  of  dela}'.  This  is 
not  such  a  case.  And  there  seems  to  be  no  good  reason  to  doubt,  that 
if  the  plaintiffs  can  maintain  an  action  at  law,  they  may  obtain  an  ade- 
quate remedy  without  any  interposition  of  a  court  of  equit}-.  So  if  the 
nuisance  complained  of  has  become,  or  shall  become,  a  public  nuisance, 
the  law  has  provided  an  effectual  remed}'.  Bill  dismissed.1 

1  No  right  of  air  to  a  windmill  can  be  acquired  by  prescription.  Webb  v.  Bird, 
10  C.  B.  N.  S.  268  ;  13  C.  B.  N.  S.  841  ;  nor  to  a  chimney,  Bryant  v.  Lcfei-cr,  4 
C.  P.  D.  172.  As  to  when  an  injunction  will  be  refused,  though  an  action  may  lie, 
see  CooJce  v.  Forbes,  L.  R.  5  Eq.  166. 

VOL.  II.  —  5 
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SECTION  IT. 
EARTH. 

HUMPHRIES  v.   BROGDEN. 

QUEEN'S  BENCH.     1850. 

[Reported  12  Q.  B.  739.] 

THIS  was  an  action  against  the  Durham  County  Coal  Company,  sued 
in  the  name  of  their  secretary.  On  the  trial,  before  Coleridge,  J.,  at 
the  Durham  Spring  Assizes,  1850,  the  jury,  in  answer  to  questions  put 
by  the  learned  judge,  found  the  facts  specially.  His  Lordship  then 
directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  giving  the  defendants  leave  to  move 
to  enter  a  verdict  for  them  upon  the  findings  of  the  jury.  J&iowles,  in 
Easter  Term,  1850,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly.  In  Trinit}'  Term, 
1850,  Watson  and  Joseph  Addison  showed  cause,  and  Knowles  and  Hugh 
Hill  supported  the  rule.  The  judgment  of  the  court  states  so  fully  the 
nature  of  the  case,  the  pleadings,  and  the  arguments  and  authorities 
adduced  on  both  sides,  as  to  render  any  further  statement  unnecessary. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

LORD  CAMPBELL,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

This  is  an  action  on  the  case.  The  declaration  alleges  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  possessed  of  divers  closes  of  pasture  and  arable  land,  situate, 
&c.,  3"et  that  the  compan}',  so  wrongfully,  carelessly,  negligently,  and 
improperly,  and  without  leaving  any  proper  and  sufficient  pillars  or 
supports  in  that  behalf,  and  contrary  to  the  custom  and  course  of  prac- 
tice of  mining  used  and  approved  of  in  the  country  where  the  mines 
thereinafter  mentioned  are  situate,  worked  certain  coal  mines  under  and 
contiguous  to  the  said  closes,  and  dug  for  and  got  and  moved  the  coals, 
minerals,  earth  and  soil  of  and  in  the  said  mines,  that  by  reason  thereof 
the  soil  and  surface  of  the  said  closes  sank  in,  cracked,  swagged  and 
gave  way  ;  and  thereby,  &c.  The  only  material  plea  was  Not  guilty. 

The  cause  coming  on  to  be  tried  before  my  Brother  Coleridge  at  the 
last  Spring  Assizes  for  the  count}'  of  Durham,  it  appeared  that  the 
plaintiff  was  possessed  of  the  closes  described  in  the  declaration,  and 
that  the  Durham  County  Coal  Company  (who  may  sue  and  be  sued  b}- 
their  secretary)  were  lessees,  under  the  Bishop  of  Durham,  of  the  coal 
mines  under  them  ;  but  there  was  no  other  evidence  whatever  as  to  the 
tenure  or  the  title  either  of  the  surface  or  of  the  minerals.  It  appeared 
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that  the  company  had  taken  the  coals  under  the  plaintiff's  closes,  with- 
out leaving  any  sufficient  pillars  to  support  the  surface,  whereb}7  the 
:-loses  had  swagged  and  sunk,  and  had  been  considerably  injured ;  but 
that,  supposing  the  surface  and  the  minerals  to  have  belonged  to  the 
same  person,  these  operations  had  not  been  conducted  carelessly  or 
negligently  or  contrary  to  the  custom  of  the  countr}-.  The  jury  found 
that  the  company  had  worked  carefully  and  according  to  the  custom 
the  country,  but  without  leaving  sufficient  pillars  or  supports  :  and  a 
verdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  £110  damages,  with  leave  to 
move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  if  the  court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  under  these  circumstances  the  action  was  not  maintainable. 

The  case  was  ver3T  learnedly  and  ably  argued  before  us  in  Easter  and 
Trinit}7  terms  last.  On  account  of  the  great  importance  of  the  ques- 
tion, we  have  taken  time  to  consider  of  our  judgment. 

For  the  defendant  it  was  contended  that,  after  the  special  finding  of    y\ 
the  juiy,  the  declaration  is  defective  in  not  alleging  that  the  plaintiff  /  *f 
was  entitled  to  have  his  closes  supported  b}'  the  subjacent  strata.     ButA, 
we  are  of  opinion  that  such  an  allegation  is  unnecessary  to  raise  the^ 
question  in  this  action,  Whethgrthe  f^rnj^ny,  although  they  did  not 
work  the  mines  negligently  or  contrary  to  the  custom  of  the  country, 
were  bound  jQJ.eave  props  to  support  the  surface  ?     If  the  easement 
which  the  plaintiff  claims  exists,  it  does  not  arise  from  any  special 
grant  or  ^eservation,  but  is  of  common  ri&hL,  uieaLed~t)y  the  law,  so 
that  we  are  bound  to  take  notice  of  its  existence.     In  pleading,  it  is 
enough  to  state  the"  facts  from  whictflTTight  or  a  duty  arises.     The 
carefully  prepared  declaration  in  Littledale  v.  Lord  Lonsdale,  2  H.  Bl. 
267  (Earl  of  Lonsdale  v.  Littledale),  for  disturbing  the  right  of  the 
owner  of  the  surface  of  lands  to  the  support  of  the  mineral   strata 
belonging  to  another,  contains  no  express  allegation  of  the  right ;  and, 
if  the  omission  had  been  considered  important,  it  probably  would  have 
been  relied  upon,  rather  than  the  objection  that  a  peer  of  Parliament 
was  not  liable  to  be  sued  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  by  bill. 

We  have  therefore  to  consider,  whether,  when  the  surface  of  land  (by 
which  is  here  meant  the  soil  tying  over  tho  minerals)  belongs  to  one 
man,  and  the  minerals  belong  to  another,  no  evidence  of  title  appearing 
to  regulate  or  qualify  their  rights  of  enjoyment,  the  owner  of  the  miner- 
als may  remove  them  without  leaving  support  sufficient  to  maintain  the 
surface  in  its  natural  state?  This  case  is  entirely  relieved  from  the 
consideration  how  far  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  owners  of  adjoin- 
ing tenements  are  affected  by  the  erection  of  buildings  ;  for  the  plain- 
tiff claims  no  greater  degree  of  support  for  his  lands  than  they  i 
have  required  and  enjoyed  since  the  globe  subsisted  in  its  present 
form . 

Where  portions  of  the  freehold,  lying  one  over  another  perpen- 
dicularly, belong  to  different  individuals,  and  constitute  (as  it  were) 
separate  closes,  the  degree  of  support  to  which  the  upper  is  entitled 
from  the  lower  has  as  yet  by  no  means  been  distinctly  defined.  But,  in 
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the  case  of  adjoining  closes  which  beong  respectively  to  different  per- 
sons from  the  surface  to  the  centre  of  the  earth,  the  law  of  England  has 
long  settled  the  degree  of  lateral  support  which  each  may  claim  from 
the  oilier  ;  and  the  principle  upon  which  this  rests  may  guide  us  to  'a 
safe  solution  of  the  question  now  before  us. 

In  2  Rolle's  Abridgment,  5G4,  tit  Trespass  (1),  pi.  1,  it  is  said: 
"  If  A.,  seised  in  fee  of  copyhold  land  next  adjoining  land  of  B.,  erect 
a  new  house  on  his  copyhold  land  "  (I  may  remark  that  the  circnm- 
stance  of  A.'s  land  being  copyhold  is  wholly  immaterial),  "  and  part  of 
the  house  is  erected  on  the  confines  of  his  land  next  adjoining  the  land 
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oTB.,  if  B.  afterwards  digs  his  land  near  to  the  foundation  of  the  house 
of  A.,  but  not  touching  the  land  of  A.,  wherebj-  the  foundation  of  the 
and  the  house  itself  fall  into  the  pit,  still  no  action  lies  at  the 
suit  of  A.  against  B.,  because  this  was  the  fault  of  A.  himself  that  he 
built  his  house  so  near  to  the  land  of  B.,  for  he  could  not  by  his  act 
hinder  B.  from  making  the  most  profitable  use  of  B.'s  own  land  ;  Easter 
•   n.  Term,  15  Car.  B.  R.  Wilde  v.  Minsterley.     But,  semble  that  a  man 

~" v  who  has  land  next  adjoining  to  my  land  cannot  dig  his  land  so  near  to 
land  that  thereby  my  land  shall  fall  into  his  pit ;  and  for  this,  if  an 
action  were  brought,  it  would  lie."  This  doctrine  is  recognized  by 
Lord  C.  B.  Comyns,  Com.  Dig.  Action  upon  the  Case  for  a  Nuisance 
(A)  ;  by  Lord  Tenterden,  in  Wyatt  v.  Harrison,  3  B.  &  Ad.  871,  876  ; 
and  by  other  eminent  judges.  It  stands  on  natural  justice,  and  is 
essential  to  the  protection  and  enjoyment  of  property  in  the  soil.  Al- 
though it  places  a  restraint  on  what  a  man  may  do  with  his  own  prop- 
erty, it  is  in  accordance  with  the  precept,  Sic  utere  tuo  ut  alienum,  non 
lathis.  As  is  well  observed  b}~  a  modern  writer:  "  If  the  neighboring 
^  owners  might  excavate  their  soil  on  eveiy  side  up  to  the  boundary  line 

ga  to  an  indefinite  depth,  land  thus  deprived  of  support  on  all  sides  could 

M       (P""*1     not  stand  by  its  own  coherence  alone;"  Gale  on  Easements,  p.  216. 

This  right  to  lateral  support  from  adjoining  soil  is  not,  like  the  sup- 
port of  one  building  upon  another,  supposed  to  be  gained  by  grant,  but 
a  right  of  property  passing  with  the  soil.     If  the  owner  of  two  ad- 
joining closes  conveys  away  one  of  them,  the  alienee,  without  any  grant 
that  purpose,  is  entitled  to  the  lateral  support  of  the  other  close  the 
\*f  P   ^i/-4jVr-v  "isttint  when  the  conveyance  is  executed,  as  much  as  after  the 
~/    **-         expiration  of  twenty  years,  or  any  longer  period.     Part  ratione,  where 
l^e-^L\      i_,tLj£re  arc  separate  freeholds  from  the  surface   of  the   land   and    the 
imherals  belonging  to  different  owners,  we  are  of  opinion   that  the 
owner  of  the  surface,  while  unincumbered  by  buildings  and  in  its  natu- 
state,   is  entitled  to  have  it  supported  by  the  subjacent  mineral 
strata.     Those  strata  may  of  course  be  removed  by  the  owner  of  them. 
so  that  a  sufficient  support  for  the  surface  is  left :  but,  if  the  surface 
subsides  and  is  injured  by  the  removal  of  these  strata,  although,  on  the 
C\  supposition  that  the  surface  and  the  minerals  belong  to  the  same  owner, 

v/Vv"«-\        the  operation  may  not  have  been  conducted  negligently  nor  contrary  to 
the  custom  of  the  country,  the  owner  of  the  surface  may  maintain  an 
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action  against  the  owner  of  the  minerals  for  the  damage  sustained  by 
the  subsidence.  Unless  the  surface  close  be  entitled  to  this  support 
from  the  close  underneath,  corresponding  to  the  lateral  support  to 
which  it  is  entitled  from  the  adjoining  surface  close,  it  cannot  be 
securely  enjoyed  as  property ;  and  under  certain  circumstances,  as 
where  the  mineral  strata  approach  the  surface  and  are  of  great  thick- 
ness, it  might  be  entirely  destroyed.  We  likewise  think  that  the  rule 
giving  the  right  of  support  to  the  surface  upon  the  minerals,  in  the 
absence  of  any  express  grant,  reservation  or  covenant,  must  be  laid 
down  generally  without  reference  to  the  nature  of  the  strata,  or  the 
difficulty  of  propping  up  the  surface,  or  the  comparative  value  of  the 
surface  and  the  minerals.  We  are  not  aware  of  any  principle  upon 
which  qualifications  could  be  added  to  the  rule ;  and  the  attempt  to 
introduce  them  would  lead  to  uncertainty  and  litigation  :  greater  incon- 
venience cannot  arise  from  this  rule,  in  any  case,  than  that  which  may 
be  experienced  where  the  surface  belongs  to  one  owner,  and  the  min- 
erals to  another,  who  cannot  take  any  portion  of  them  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  owner  of  the  surface.  In  such  cases  a  hope  of  reciprocal 
advantage  will  bring  about  a  compromise  advantageous  to  the  parties 
and  to  the  public. 

Something  has_been  said  of  a  right  to  a  reasjoaahlp  fiiippndLjbr_  the 
surface :  but  we  cannot  measirragjit  degrees^to  which  tbe_rjglit-may — 
extend";  aiidJJiiU^uly-rcaoonftbialsujjport  is  that  which  will  protect  the 
surface  froja^suliBideBOGs  and-keep  itsecurely  at  its  ancient  and  natural 

Ip.ypl. 

The  defendant's  counsel  have  argued  that  the  analog}'  as  to  the  sup- 
port to  which  one  superficial  close  is  entitled  from  the  adjoining  super- 
ficial close  cannot  apply  where  the  surface  and  the  minerals  are  separate 
tenements  belonging  to  different  owners,  because  there  must  have  been 
unity  of  title  of  the  surface  and  the  minerals,  and  the  rights  of  the  par- 
ties must  depend  upon  the  contents  of  the  deeds  by  which  they  were 
severed.  But,  in  contemplation  of  law,  all  propert}'  in  land  having  been 
in  the  Crown,  it  is  easy  to  conceive  that,  at  the  same  time,  the  original 
grant  of  the  surface  was  made  to  one,  and  the  minerals  under  it  to 
another,  without  any  express  grant  or  reservation  of  any  easement. 
Suppose  (what  has  generally  been  the  fact)  that  there  has  been  in  a 
subject  unity  of  title  from  the  surface  to  the  centre :  if  the  surface  and 
the  minerals  are  vested  in  different  owners  without  an}'  deeds  appearing 
to  regulate  their  respective  rights,  we  see  no  difficulty  in  presuming  that 
the  severance  took  place  in  a  manner  which  would  confer  upon  the 
owner  of  the  surface  a  right  to  the  support  of  the  minerals.  If  the 
owner  of  the  entiret}'  is  supposed  to  have  alienated  the  surface,  reserv- 
ing the  minerals,  he  cannot  be  presumed  to  have  reserved  to  himself, 
in  derogation  of  his  grant,  the  power  of  removing  all  the  minerals  with- 
out leaving  a  support  for  the  surface  ;  and,  if  he  is  supposed  to  have 
alienated  the  minerals,  reserving  the  surface,  he  cannot  be  presumed  to 
have  parted  with  the  right  to  that  support  for  the  surface  by  the  miner- 
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als  which  it  had  ever  before  enjoyed.  Perhaps  it  way  be  said  that,  if 
the  grantor  of  the  minerals,  reserving  the  surface,  seeks  to  limit  the 
right  of  the  grantee  to  remove  them,  he  is  acting  in  derogation  of  his 
grant,  ami  is  seeking  to  hinder  the  grantee  from  doing  what  he  likes 
with  his  own  :  but,  generally  speaking,  mines  may  be  profitably  worked, 
leaving  a  support  to  the  surface  b}'  pillars  or  ribs  of  the  minerals, 
although  not  so  profitably  as  if  the  whole  of  the  minerals  be  removed  ; 
and  :i  man  must  so  use  his  own  as  not  to  injure  his  neighbor. 

The  books  of  reports  abound  with  decisions  restraining  a  man's  acts 
upon  and  with  his  own  property,  where  the  necessary  or  probable  con- 
sequence of  such  acts  is  to  do  damage  to  others.  The  case  of  common 
occurrence  nearest  to  the  present  is,  where  the  upper  story  of  a  house 
belongs  to  one  man  and  the  lower  to  another.  The  owner  of  the  upper 
stoiy,  without  any  express  grant,  or  enjoyment  for  an}'  given  time,  has 
a  right  to  the  support  of  the  lower  story.  If  this  arises  (as  has  been 
said)  from  an  implied  grant  or  covenant,  why  is  not  a  similar  grant  or 
covenant  to  be  implied  in  favor  of  the  owner  of  the  surface  of  land 
against  the  owner  of  the  minerals?  If  the  owner  of  an  entire  house, 
conveying  away  the  lower  story  only,  is,  without  any  express  reserva- 
tion, entitled  to  the  support  of  the  lower  story  for  the  benefit  of  the 
upper  story,  why  should  not  an  owner  of  land,  who  conveys  away  the 
minerals  only,  be  entitled  to  the  support  of  the  minerals  for  the  benefit 
of  the  surface? 

I  will  now  refer,  in  chronological  order,  to  the  cases  which  were  cited 
in  the  argument ;  and  I  think  that  none  of  them  will  be  found  in  any 
degree  to  impugn  the  doctrine  on  which  our  decision  rests. 

In  Bateson  v.  Green,  5  T.  R.  411,  Buller,  J.,  says:  "Where  there 
are  two  distinct  rights,  claimed  by  different  parties,  which  encroach  on 
each  other  in  the  enjoyment  of  them,  the  question  is,  Which  of  the  two 
rights  is  subservient  to  the  other?"  And  it  was  held  that  the  lord  may 
dig  clay  pits  on  a  common,  or  empower  others  to  do  so,  without  leaving 
sufficient  herbage  for  the  commoners,  if  such  right  can  be  proved  to 
have  been  always  exercised  by  the  lord.  So,  here,  the  right  of  the 
owner  of  the  minerals  to  remove  them  may  be  subservient  to  the  right 
of  the  owner  of  the  surface  to  have  it  supported  by  them. 

Pet/ton  v.  The  Mayor,  &c.  of  London,  9  B.  &  C.  725,  was  cited  to 
show  the  necessity  for  introducing  into  the  declaration  an  averment  that 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  easement  or  right  which  is  the  founda- 
tion of  the  action  :  but  the  easement  there  claimed  was  a  right  of  sup- 
port of  one  buihlinff  upon  another,  which  could  arise  only  from  a  grant 
actual  or  implied  ;  and  there  Lord  Tenterden  says :  "The  declaration 
in  this  case  does  not  allege,  as  a  fact,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled 
to  have  their  house  supported  by  the  defendants'  house,  nor  does  it  in 
our  opinion  contain  any  allegation  from  which  a  title  to  such  support 
can  be  inferred  as  a  matter  of  law."  In  the  case  at  bar,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  declaration  alleges  facts  from  which  the  law  infers  the 
right  of  support  which  the  plaintiff  claims. 


HUMPHRIES   V.    BROGDEN.  71 

i 

Wyatt  v.  Harrison,  3  B.  &  Ad.  871,  decided  that  the  owner  of  a 
house,  recently  erected  on  the  extremity  of  his  land,  could  not  maintain 
an  action  against  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  land  for  digging  in  his 
own  land  so  near  to  the  plaintiff's  house  that  the  house  fell  down :  but 
the  reason  given  is,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not,  by  putting  an  additional 
weight  upon  his  land,  and  so  increasing  the  lateral  pressure  upon  the 
defendant's  land,  render  unlawful  any  operation  in  the  defendant's  land 
which  before  would  have  caused  no  damage  ;  and  the  court  intimated  an 
opinion  that  the  action  would  have  been  maintainable,  not  on!}-  if  the 
defendant's  digging  would  have  made  the  plaintiff's  land  crumble  down 
unloaded  by  any  building,  but  even  if  the  house  had  stood  twenty 
years.  Where  a  house  has  been  supported  more  than  twenty  years  by 
land  belonging  to  another  proprietor,  with  his  knowledge,  and  he  digs 
near  the  foundation  of  the  house,  whereby  it  falls,  he  is  liable  to  an 
action  at  the  suit  of  the  owner  of  the  house  ;  Stansell  v.  Jollard,  1  Selw. 
Ni.  Pri.  457  (llth  ed.),  and  Hide  v.  Thornborough,  2  Carr.  &  Kir.  250. 
Although  there  may  be  some  difficulty  in  discovering  whence  the  grant 
of  the  easement  in  respect  of  the  house  is  to  be  presumed,  as  the  owner 
of  the  adjoining  land  cannot  prevent  its  being  built,  and  may  not  be 
able  to  disturb  the  enjoyment  of  it  without  the  most  serious  loss  or 
inconvenience  to  himself,  the  law  favors  the  preservation  of  enjoy- 
ments acquired  by  the  labor  of  one  man  and  acquiesced  in  by  another 
who  has  the  power  to  interrupt  them  ;  and,  as,  on  the  supposition  of  a 
grant,  the  right  to  light  may  be  gained  from  not  erecting  a  wall  to 
obstruct  it,  the  right  to  support  for  a  new  building  erected  near  the 
extremity  of  the  owner's  land  may  be  explained  on  the  same  principle. 

In  Dodd  v.  Holme;  1  A.  &  E.  493,  where  there  is  a  good  deal  of  dis- 
cussion respecting  the  rights  of  owners  of  adjoining  lands  or  houses,  no 
point  of  law  was  determined,  as  the  case  turned  upon  the  allegation  in 
the  declaration  that  the  defendants  dug  "  carelessly,  negligent!}',  un- 
skilfully, and  improperly, "  whereby  "the  foundations  and  walls"  of 
the  plaintiff's  house  "gave  wa}'."  The  plaintiff's  house  was  proved  to 
have  been  in  a  very  bad  condition ;  but  Lord  Denman  said  that  the 
defendants  had  no  right  to  accelerate  its  fall. 

The  Court  of  Exchequer,  in  Partridge  v.  Scott,  3  M.  &  W.  220, 
concurred  in  the  law  before  laid  down  in  this  court,  that  a  right  to  the 
support  of  the  foundation  of  a  house  from  adjoining  land  belonging  to 
another  proprietor  can  only  be  acquired  by  grant,  and  that,  where  the 
house  was  built  on  excavated  land,  a  grant  is  not  to  be  presumed  till 
the  house  has  stood  twenty  3-ears  after  notice  of  the  excavation  to  the 
person  supposed  to  have  made  the  grant ;  but  nothing  fell  from  any  of 
the  judges  questioning  the  right  to  support  which  land,  while  it  remains 
in  its  natural  state,  has  been  said  to  be  entitled  to  from  the  adjoining 
land  of  another  proprietor.  Some  land  of  the  plaintiff's  not  covered 
with  buildings  had  likewise  sunk,  in  consequence  of  the  defendant's 
operations  in  his  own  land  ;  but  the  court,  in  directing  a  verdict  to  be 
entered  for  the  defendants  on  the  whole  declaration,  seems  to  have 
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thought  that  the  sinking  of  the  plaintiff's  land  was  consequential  upon 
the  fall  of  the  houses,  or  would  not  have  taken  place  if  his  own  land 
had  not  been  excavated. 

The  judges  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  held,  upon  a  writ  of  error 
from  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Chadwick  \.  Trower,  6  New  Ca. 
1 ;  see  Trower  v.  Chadwick,  3  New  Ca.  334,  that  the  mere  circum- 
stance of  juxtaposition  does  not  render  it  necessary  for  a  person  who 
pulls  down  his  wall  to  give  notice  of  his  intention  to  the  owner  of  an 
adjoining  wall  which  rests  upon  it,  and  that  he  is  not  even  liable  for 
carelessly  pulling  down  his  wall  if  he  had  not  notice  of  the  existence  of 
the  adjoining  wall ;  but  this  decision  proceeds  upon  the  want  of  any 
allegation  or  proof  of  a  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  have  his  wall  supported 
by  the  defendant's,  and  does  not  touch  the  rights  or  obligations  of 
conterminous  proprietors,  where  the  tenement  to  be  supported  remains 
in  its  natural  condition. 

Next  comes  the  valuable  case  of  Harris  v.  Ryding,  5  M.  &  TV.  60, 
which  would  be  a  direct  authority  in  favor  of  the  present  plaintiff,  if  it 
did  not  leave  some  uncertainty  as  to  the  effect  of  the  averment,  in  the 
declaration,  of  working  "carelessly,  negligently,  and  improperly"  and 
as  to  whether  the  plaintiff  was  considered  absolutely  entitled  to  have 
his  land  supported  by  the  subjacent  strata,  to  whatever  degree  the  afford- 
ing of  this  support  might  interfere  with  the  defendant's  right  to  work 
the  minerals.  There  one  seised  in  fee  of  land  conveyed  away  the  sur- 
face, reserving  to  himself  the  minerals  with  power  to  enter  upon  the 
surface  to  work  them ;  and  it  is  said  to  have  been  held  that,  under  this 
reservation,  he  was  not  entitled  to  take  all  the  minerals,  but  only  so 
much  as  "  could  be  got,  leaving  a  reasonable  support  to  the  surface" 
(p.  70).  The  case  was  decided  upon  a  demurrer  to  certain  pleas  justify- 
ing under  the  reservation,  and  the  declaration  alleged  careless,  neg- 
ligent, and  improper  working,  which  there  must  be  considered  as 
admitted,  whereas  here  it  is  negatived  by  the  verdict ;  but  the  barons, 
in  the  very  comprehensive  and  masterl}'  judgment  which  they  delivered 
seriatim,  seem  all  to  have  thought  that  the  reservation  of  the  minerals 
would  not  have  justified  the  defendant  in  depriving  the  surface  of  a 
complete  support,  however  carefully  he  might  have  proceeded  in  re- 
moving them.  Lord  Abinger  says  :  "  The  plea  is  no  answer,  because 
it  does  not  set  forth  any  sufficient  ground  to  justify  the  defendants  in 
working  the  mines  in  such  a  manner  as  not  to  leave  sufficient  support 
for  the  land  above,  which  is  alleged  by  the  declaration  to  be  :i  careless, 
negligent,  and  improper  mode  of  working  them."  Parke,  B.,  observes  : 
it  never  could  have  been  in  the  contemplation  of  the  parties  "  that,  by 
virtue  of  this  reservation  of  the  mines,  the  grantor  should  be  entitled  to 
take  the  whole  of  the  coal  and  let  down  the  surface,  or  injure  the  enjoy- 
ment of  it;"  and,  again:  "This  plea  is  clearly  bad,  because  the  de- 
fendants do  not  assign  that  in  taking  away  the  coal  they  did  leave  a 
sufficient  support  for  the  surface  in  its  then  state."  "The  question 
is,"  says  Alderson,  B.,  "  whether  the  grantor  is  not  to  get  the  minerals 
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which  belong  to  him,  and  which  he  has  reserved  to  himself  the  right  of 
getting,  in  that  reasonable  and  ordinary  mode  in  which  he  would  be 
authorized  to  get  them,  provided  he  leaves  a  proper  support  for  the 
land  whicli  the  other  part}'  is  to  enjoy."  My  Brother  Maule,  then  a 
judge  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  says,  in  the  course  of  his  luminous 
judgment:  The  right  of  the  defendants  "  to  get  the  mines  is  the  right 
of  the  mine-owners,  as  against  the  owner  of  the  land  which  is  above  it. 
That  right  appears  to  me  to  be  very  analogous  to  that  of  a  person  hav- 
ing a  room  in  a  house  over  another  man's  room,  or  an  acre  of  land 
adjoining  another  man's  acre  of  land."  Parke,  B.,  that  he  might  not 
be  misunderstood  as  to  the  right  of  the  owner  of  the  surface,  afterwards 
adds :  "•  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  all  the  coal  does  not  belong  to  the 
defendants,  but  that  they  cannot  get  it  without  leaving  sufficient  sup- 
port." It  seems  to  have  been  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  court  that 
there  existed  the  natural  easement  of  support  for  the  upper  soil  from 
the  soil  beneath,  and  that  the  entire  removal  of  the  inferior  strata, 
however  skilfully  done,  would  be  actionable,  if  productive  of  damage 
by  withdrawing  that  degree  of  support  to  which  the  owner  of  the  sur- 
face was  entitled,  the  duty  of  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement  for- 
bidding him  to  do  any  act  whereby  the  enjoyment  of  the  easement  could 
be  disturbed. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant  cited  and  relied  much  upon  the  case 
of  Acton  v.  Bhmdell,  12  M.  &  W.  324,  in  which  it  was  held  that  a 
land  owner,  who,  by  mining  operations  in  his  own  lands,  directs  a  sub- 
terraneous current  of  water,  is  not  liable  to  an  action  at  the  suit  of  the 
owner  of  the  adjoining  land,  whose  well  is  thereby  laid  dry.  But  the 
right  to  running  water  and  the  right  to  have  land  supported  are  so 
totally  distinct,  and  depend  upon  such  different  principles,  that  there 
can  be  no  occasion  to  show  at  greater  length  how  the  decision  is 
inapplicable. 

We  have  now  to  mention  the  case  of  Hilton  v.  Lord  Granville,  5 
Q.  B.  701.  A  writ  of  error  may  probably  be  brought  in  this  case  [see  12 
A.  &  E.  737,  note  c],  when  all  the  issues  at  fact  have  been  disposed  of; 
and  nothing  which  I  now  say  is  to  preclude  me  from  forming  an}r  opin- 
ion upon  it,  should  I  ever  hear  it  argued.  If  well  decided,  the  plaintiff 
is  justified  in  relying  upon  it ;  for  it  is  strongly  in  point.  This  court 
there  held  that  a  prescription  or  a  custom  within  a  manor  for  the  lord, 
who  is  seised  in  fee  of  the  mines  and  collieries  therein,  to  work  them 
under  an}'  dwelling  houses,  buildings,  and  lands,  parcel  of  the  manor, 
doing  no  unnecessary  damage,  and  paying  to  the  tenants  and  occupiers 
of  the  surface  of  lands  damaged  thereby  a  reasonable  compensation  for 
the  use  of  the  surface  of  the  lands,  but  without  making  compensation 
for  any  damage  occasioned  to  any  dwelling  houses  or  other  buildings 
within  or  parcel  of  the  manor  by  or  for  the  purpose  of  working  the  said 
mines  and  collieries,  is  void  as  being  unreasonable.  Lord  Denman, 
C.  J.,  said :  "A  claim  destructive  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  grant 
cannot  be  set  up  by  any  usage.  Even  if  the  grant  could  be  produced 
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in  specie,  reserving  a  right  in  the  lord  to  deprive  his  grantee  of  the 
enjoyment  of  the  thing  granted,  such  a  clause  must  be  rejected  as 
ivptignant  and  absurd.  That  the  prescription  or  custom  here  pleaded 
has  this  destructive  effect,  and  is  so  repugnant  and  void,  appears  to 
us  too  clear  from  the  simple  statement  to  admit  of  illustration  by 
argument." 

The  most  recent  case  referred  to  was  Smith  v.  Eenrick,  7  Com.  B. 
515,  564,  in  which  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  after  great  deliberation, 
held  that  it  is  the  right  of  each  of  the  owners  of  adjoining  mines,  where 
neither  mine  is  subject  to  any  servitude  to  the  other,  to  work  his  own 
mine,  as  far  as  the  flow  of  water  is  concerned,  in  the  manner  which  he 
deems  most  convenient  and  beneficial  to  himself,  although  the  natural 
consequence  may  be  that  some  prejudice  will  accrue  to  the  owner  of 
the  adjoining  mine ;  so  that  such  prejudice  does  not  arise  from  the 
negligent  or  malicious  conduct  of  his  neighbor.  But  no  question  arose 
there  respecting  any  right  to  support ;  the  controversy  being  onlj-  re- 
specting the  obligation  to  protect  an  adjoining  mine  from  water  which 
m&y  flow  into  it  by  the  force  of  gravitation.  And  in  the  very  learned 
judgment  of  the  court,  delivered  by  my  Brother  Cresswell,  there  is 
nothing  laid  down  to  countenance  the  doctrine  that,  in  a  case  circum- 
stanced like  this  which  we  have  to  determine,  the  owner  of  the  minerals 
ma}',  if  not  chargeable  with  malice  or  negligence,  remove  them  so  as  to 
destroy  or  damage  the  surface  over  them  which  belongs  to  another. 

We  have  attempted  without  success  to  obtain  from  the  Codes  and 
Jurists  of  other  nations  information  and  assistance  respecting  the  rights 
and  obligations  of  "persons  to  whom  sections  of  the  soil,  divided  hori- 
zontally, belong  as  separate  properties.  This  penury,  where  the  sub- 
ject of  Servitudes  is  so  copiously  and  discriminately  treated,  probably 
proceeds  from  the  subdivision  of  the  surface  of  the  land  and  the  miner- 
als under  it  into  separate  holdings  being  peculiar  to  England.  Had 
such  subdivision  been  known  in  countries  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Roman  civil  law,  its  incidental  rights  and  duties  must  have  been  exactl}" 
defined,  when  we  discover  the  right  of  adjoining  proprietors  of  lands  to 
support  from  lateral  pressure  leading  to  such  minute  regulations  as  the 
following:  "Si  quis  sepem  ad  alienum  praedium  fixcrit,  infoderitque, 
terminum  ne  excedito  :  si  maceriam,  pcdem  relinquito  :  si  verb  domum, 
pedes  duos :  si  sepulchrum  aut  scrobem  foderit,  quantum  profunditatis 
habuerint,  tan  turn  spatii  relinquito :  si  puteum,  passus  latitudinera." 
Dig.  Lib.  X.  Tit.  I.  (Finium  regundorum)  s.  13. 

The  Code  Napoleon  likewise  recognizes  the  support  to  which  the 
owners  of  adjoining  lands  are  reciprocally  entitled,  but  contains  noth- 
ing which  touches  the  question  for  our  decision  more  closely  than  the 
following  article  on  "Natural  Servitudes."1  "  Les  fonds  infrrieurs 
sont  assujettis,  envers  ceux  qui  sont  plus  eleves,  a  recevoir  les  eaux  qui 
en  dt-coulent  naturellement  sans  quo  la  main  de  1'homme  y  ait  con- 

1  Servitudes  qui  derivent  de  la  situation  des  lieux. 
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tribue."  "  Le  proprietaire  superieur  ne  pent  rien  faire  qui  aggrave  la 
servitude  du  fonds  inferieur."  Code  Civil,  liv.  ii.  tit.  iv.  eh.  i.  art.  640. 
But  reference  is  here  made  to  adjoining  fields  on  a  declivit}-,  not  to  the 
surface  of  land,  and  the  minerals,  being  held  by  different  proprietors. 

The  American  lawyers  write  learnedly  on  the  support  which  may  be 
claimed  for  land  from  lateral  pressure,  and  for  buildings  which  have 
long  rested  against  each  other,  but  are  silent  as  to  the  support  which 
the  owner  of  the  surface  of  lands  may  claim  from  the  subjacent  strata 
when  possessed  by  another.  See  Kent's  Commentaries,  Part  vi.  Lec- 
ture Hi.  vol.  iii.  p.  434,  ed.  1840. 

However,  in  Erskine's  Institute  of  the  Law  of  Scotland,  treating 
of  the  servitude,  Oneris  fer.endi,  the  very  learned  author  has  the  follow- 
ing passage,  which  well  illustrates  the  principle  on  which  our  decision 
is  founded  :  "  Where  a  house  is  divided  into  different  floors  or  stories, 
each  floor  belonging  to  a  different  owner,  which  frequently  happens  in 
the  city  of  Edinburgh,"  "the  proprietor  of  the  ground  floor  is  bound 
merely  by  the  nature  and  condition  of  his  property,  without  any  servi- 
tude, not  only  to  bear  the  weight  of  the  upper  story,  but  to  repair  his 
own  property,  that  it  may  be  capable  of  bearing  that  weight."  "The 
proprietor  of  the  ground  stoiy  is  obliged  to  uphold  it  for  the  support  of 
the  upper,  and  the  owner  of  the  upper  must  uphold  that  as  a  roof  or 
cover  to  the  lower."  Book  ii.  tit.  9,  s.  11. 

For  these  reasons,  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  present  action  is 
maintainable,  notwithstanding  the  negation  of  negligence  in  the  work- 
ing of  the  mines  ;  and  that  the  rule  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
ant must  be  discharged.  We  need  hardly  say  that  we  do  not  mean  to 
lay  down  any  rule  applicable  to  a  case  where  the  prima  facie  rights  and 
liabilities  of  the  owner  of  the  surface  of  the  land  and  of  the  subjacent 
strata  are  varied  by  the  production  of  title  deeds  or  by  other  evidence. 

Rule  discharged. 
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EXCHEQUER.    1859. 
.      [Eeported  4  H.  &  N.  186.] 

DECLARATION.  —  That  whereas,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mitting of  the  grievances,  &c.,  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  certain 
land  with  a  certain  house  and  outbuildings  standing  and  being  thereon  ; 
and  whereas  there  were  certain  foundations  of  and  supporting  the  said 
house  and  outbuildings,  which  the  plaintiff  had  of  right  enjoyed  and 
ought  to  eujo}-,  j-et  the  defendant  wrongfull}*,  negligently,  carelessly 
and  improperly,  without  leaving  sufficient  support  in  that  behalf,  worked 
certain  mines  near  to  and  adjoining  the  said  land,  whereby  the  said 
land  and  the  said  foundations  of  the  said  house  and  outbuildings  sank, 
swagged  and  gave  way,  &c. 
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Pleas.  —  First :  Not  guilty.  Second  :  That  at  the  time  of  the  sup- 
posed grievance  the  plaintiff  did  not  of  right  enjoy,  nor  ought  of  right 
to  enjoy,  the  said  foundations  of  and  supporting  the  said  house  and 
outbuildings. 

At  the  trial,  before  Hyles,  J.,  at  the  last  Stafford  Assizes,  it  appeared 
that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  a  house  arid  outbuildings,  situate  to 
the  east  of  a  lane  called  Bill  Hay  Lane,  but  not  adjoining  to  it,  inns- 
much  as  a  garden  and  lawn,  belonging  to  another  owner,  lay  between 
the  plaintiff's  premises  and  Bill  Hay  Lane,  and  adjoined  thorn  on  the 
opposite  sides.  The  plaintiff's  house  had  been  built  in  1834  on  solid 
ground.  Between  1828  and  1831  coal  had  been  gotten  by  one  Jesson 
from  under  that  part  of  the  garden  and  lawn  which  adjoined  the  lane, 
but  not  up  to  the  plaintiff's  premises.  Ribs  and  pillars  of  coal  were  at 
that  time  left  to  support  the  surface.  In  1838  Jessou  began  to  work 
the  coal  on  the  west  side  of  Bill  Hay  Lane,  leaving  a  rib  of  coal  against 
the  lane.  In  1846  "  crownings  in  "  took  place  in  the  lawn  and  garden. 
In  working  the  thick  coal  in  Staffordshire,  it  is  the  practice  to  get  out 
a  certain  quantit}-  of  coal  in  the  first  instance,  leaving  what  are  called 
ribs,  to  prevent  water  and  air  from  coming  in  from  adjoining  mines, 
and  pillars  to  support  the  surface.  The  pillars  are  eight  yards  square, 
the  intervals  between  them  eight  yards  in  width.  When  the  coal  is 
worked  out  between  the  pillars,  the  mines  are  left  for  some  years  that 
the  earth  may  settle.  During  this  time  it  sometimes  happens  that  in 
some  places  droppings  of  earth  continually  take  place  from  the  roof  be- 
tween the  pillars,  and  by  degrees  the  surface  falls  in,  causing  a  basin- 
shaped  hollow  on  the  surface;  this  is  called  "  a  crowning  in."  After 
the  soil  has  become  consolidated  the  mine  is  again  worked,  and  the 
ribs  got  out  as  far  as  possible.  In  1854  the  defendant,  who  was  then 
the  owner  of  the  mines  on  the  west  side  of  Bill  Hay  Lane,  began  to 
work  out  the  ribs  and  pillars  left  by  Jesson  in  1838.  The  nearest  of 
the  defendant's  workings  were  at  a  distance  of  thirt3'-five  yards  from 
the  plaintiff's  house.  In  1857  the  plaintiff's  house  began  to  crack. 
The  plaintiff's  witnesses  alleged  that  the  damage  was  caused  by  the 
getting  of  the  ribs  and  pillars  by  the  defendant  on  the  west  side  of  Bill 
Ha}*  Lane.  There  wras  evidence  that  the  defendant  knew  of  the  exca- 
vations on  the  east  side  of  the  lane. 

The  learned  judge  asked  the  jury,  —  First,  was  the  sinking  of  the 
plaintiff's  premises  caused  by  the  defendant's  workings,  either  alone  or 
in  conjunction  with  anything  else?  The  jury  answered  this  question  in 
the  affirmative. 

Secondly.  —  Would  the  same  damage  have  arisen  from  the  defend- 
ant's workings  if  the  ground  had  been  left  solid  on  the  east  side  of  Bill 
Hay  Lane?  The  jury  found  that  it  would  not;  but  that  some  of  the 
damage  would  have  happened. 

Thirdly.  —  Did  the  plaintiff  enjoy,  as  of  right,  support  from  the  de- 
fendant's ribs  and  pillars?  His  Lordship  said  that  the  plaintiffs  house 
was  built  in  1834  Tbe  excavations  on  the  east  side  of  Bill  Hay  Lane 
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were  finished  in  1831,  and  therefore  existed  for  twenty  years  when  the 
defendant's  workings  began  in  1854.  If  the  defendant  knew  of  the  ex- 
cavations on  the  east  of  Bill  Hay  Lane,  the  plaintiff  had  enjoyed  as  of 
right  for  twenty  years  the  support  of  the  defendant's  soil.  The  jury 
found  that  the  defendant  did  know  of  the  excavations. 

Fifthly.  —  Did  the  land  fall  from  the  superincumbent  weight  of  the 
house,  or  would  it  have  fallen  if  no  house  had  been  erected  upon  it? 
The  jmy  found  that  the  land  would  have  fallen  in  the  same  manner 
whether  there  had  been  a  house  upon  it  or  not. 

Sixthly.  —  If  the  damages  arose  partly  from  the  defendant's  work- 
ings, and  partVy  from  the  old  workings  to  the  east  of  Bill  Haj-  Lane, 
how  much  was  occasioned  by  the  defendant's  workings,  and  how  much 
by  the  old  workings?  The  jury  found  £300  damages,  £250  occasioned 
by  the  defendant's  workings,  and  £50  partly  b}*  the  defendant's  work- 
ings and  partly  b}T  the  old  workings  to  the  east  of  the  lane.  Upon  these 
findings  the  learned  judge  directed  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  plain- 
tiff for  £300,  reserving  leave  for  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  ver- 
dict or  to  reduce  the  damages  to  £250  ;  neither  party  to  be  at  liberty-  to 
bring  error. 

ffuddleston,  in  Michaelmas  Term,  obtained  a  rule  to  show  cause  why 
the  verdict  should  not  be  entered  for  the  defendant  upon  the  plea  of  not 
guilty,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  allegations  that  the  defendant  worked 
carelessly  and  negligently,  on  the  ground  that  those  allegations  were 
not  supported  by  the  evidence  ;  and  on  the  second  issue,  on  the  ground 
that  the  plaintiff  had  not  enjo}-ed,  as  of  right,  for  twenty  years,  the 
right  of  support  for  his  buildings  from  the  ribs  and  pillars  of  coal  worked 
by  the  defendant ;  that  there  was  no  evidence  nor  was  it  found  by  the 
jury  that  the  defendant,  or  those  under  whom  he  claimed,  knew  for 
twenty  years  that  the  plaintiff's  premises  were  in  fact  supported  by  the 
mines  worked  by  the  defendant ;  or  why  the  damages  should  not  be  re- 
duced to  £250,  on  the  ground  that  as  to  £50,  the  damage  was  not  oc- 
casioned by  the  defendant's  working,  but  b}T  the  "crownings  in"  on 
land  adjoining  the  plaintiff's  premises ;  or  why  a  new  trial  should  not 
be  had  on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  namely,  that  the  learned  judge 
should  have  directed  the  jury  that  no  right  of  Support  from  the  ribs  and 
pillars  of  coal  west  of  Bill  Hay  Lane  worked  by  the  defendant  was 
gained  for  the  plaintiff's  buildings,  unless  the  defendant,  or  those  under 
whom  he  claimed,  knew  for  twenty  years  that,  in  consequence  of  the 
excavated  state  of  the  mines  east  of  Bill  Hay  Lane,  the  plaintiff's  build- 
ings were  in  fact  being  supported  by  the  said  ribs  and  pillars,  and  that 
there  was  no  evidence  of  such  knowledge,  and  that,  as  the  plaintiff  did 
not  establish  a  right  of  support  for  bis  buildings  from  defendant's  ribs 
and  pillars,  the  damages  were  excessive  in  reepect  of  any  supposed 
injury  to  the  plaintiff's  land. 

Gray  and  Scotland  now  showed  cause. 

Phipson  and  Doicdeswell  (with  whom  was  Huddleston) ,  in  support 
of  the  rule. 


78  BROWN   V.   KOBINS. 

POLLOCK,  C.  B.  This  rule  must  be  discharged.  As  to  the  right  of 
support  for  the  house  qua  house,  if  necessary  to  decide  it,  which  it  is 
not,  I  should  be  disposed  to  hold  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the 
support  of  the  surrounding  ground.  But  the  moment  the  jury  found  that 
the  subsidence  of  the  land  was  not  caused  by  the  weight  of  the  super- 
incumbent buildings,  the  existence  of  the  house  became  unimportant  in 
considering  the  question  of  the  defendant's  liabilit}'.  It  is  as  if  a  mere 
model  stood  there,  the  weight  of  which  bore  so  small  a  proportion  to 
that  of  the  soil  as  practically  to  add  nothing  to  it.  The  plaintiff's  com- 
plaint resolves  itself  into  this,  that  the  land  was  injured  ;  and  the  house 
was  considered  by  the  learned  judge  solel.y  with  reference  to  the  amount 
of  the  damages.  Then  it  is  said  that  the  same  amount  of  damage  would 
not  have  happened  if  the  land  to  the  east  of  Bill  Hay  Lane  had  been 
left  solid.  If  the  excavation  to  the  east  of  Bill  Hay  Lane  contributed 
to  the  damage,  did  the  defendant  know  that  this  ground  was  riddled  by 
mines?  The  jury  found  that  he  knew  it.  He  knew  there  was  greater 
danger  of  injuring  the  plaintiff  by  sinking  on  the  west  side  of  the  lane 
than  there  would  have  been  if  the  ground  on  the  east  side  had  been 
left  solid,  and  he  ought  to  have  known  that  the  excavated  ground  was 
less  powerful  and  gave  less  support  on  that  side.  He  is  therefore  re- 
sponsible for  the  whole  of  the  damage.  The  objections  upon  which  the 
rule  was  founded  are  answered  in  ever}'  part,  and  the  rule  must  there- 
fore be  discharged. 

MARTIN,  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  rule  was  obtained  on 
several  grounds.  First,  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant  It  was  admitted  that  this  fails  because,  if 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  support  of  the  defendant's  land  and  was 
deprived  of  it,  the  absence  of  negligence  is  immaterial.  Secondly,  that 
the  support  was  not  enjoyed  as  of  right.  The  mode  in  which  the  ques- 
tion was  dealt  with  shows  that  this  issue  was  properly  decided  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff.  There  was  ample  evidence  that  the  defendant  knew  the 
state  of  the  plaintiff's  land.  There  is  no  ground  for  reducing  the  dam- 
ages. The  house  was  lawfully  on  the  plaintiff's  land,  and  was  damaged 
by  the  unlawful  act  of  the  defendant.  As  to  the  point  that  no  right  of 
support  by  the  defendant's  ribs  and  pillars  had  been  acquired,  unless 
the  defendant  knew  that  in  consequence  of  the  excavated  state  of  the 
plaintiffs  ground  his  buildings  were  in  part  supported  by  these  ribs  and 
pillars,  and  there  was  no  evidence  of  such  knowledge,  I  think  there  was 
ample  evidence.  1  do  not  wish  to  consider  that  as  a  criterion  of  the 
defendant's  liability  ;  but  it  was  so  treated. 

WATSON,  B.  When  the  report  of  the  learned  judge  was  read,  it 
became  clear  that  there  was  no  ground  for  this  rule.  It  was  alleged 
that  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  defendant  had  worked  careless!}- ; 
but  the  meaning  is  that  he  worked  carelessly  with  reference  to  the 
rights  of  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  desired  to  raise  a  question  as  to 
the  right  of  support  by  adjacent  land.  When  a  great  weight  is  put  on 
land  which  immediately  causes  a  pressure  upon  the  adjoining  land,  a 
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nice  question  sometimes  arises  ;  but  here  everything  was  determined, 
by  the  finding  of  the  jury,  that  the  accident  was  not  caused  by  the 
weight  of  the  building,  and  that  this  weight  had  no  effect  in  causing 
the  subsidence  of  the  soil.  As  to  the  damages,  the  jury  found  that  the 
defendant,  knowing  the  state  of  the  plaintiff's  land,  worked  his  own 
mines,  and  so  caused  the  injury.  There  is,  therefore,  no  ground  for  re- 
ducing the  damages. 

CHANNELL,  B.  The  learned  judge  left  certain  questions  to  the  jur}1. 
The  findings,  which  are  not  impeached,  taken  in  connection  with  the 
questions,  appear  to  me  to  leave  no  room  for  the  argument  attempted 
to  be  raised  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  Rule  discharged. 
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COMMON  PLEAS.     1866. 
[Reported  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  564.] 

DECLARATION  that  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  certain  land,  and 
the  land  received  lateral  support  from  certain  land  adjoining  thereto  ;  and 
the  defendants  dug  and  made  on  this  adjoining  land  an  excavation  or 
well  near  to  the  land  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendants  thereby,  and 
for  want  of  keeping  and  continuing  the  sides  of  the  well  shored  up,  or 
otherwise  preventing  the  consequences  hereinafter  mentioned,  wrong- 
fully  deprived  the  land  of  the  plaintiff  of  its  support,  whereb}*  the  land 
of  the  plaintiff  sank  and  gave  wa}T,  and  divers  walls,  buildings,  and 
premises  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  land  sank  and  were  damaged,  whereby 
the  plaintiff  was  put  to  great  expense,  &c. 

Pleas,  Not  guilty,  and  Not  possessed. 

At  the  trial  before  Erie,  C.  J.,  at  the  last  Surrey  Spring  Assizes,  it 
was  proved  that  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  a  piece  of  land  on  which 
a  building  had  been  recently  erected,  and  that  the  defendants*  who 
were  neighboring  landowners,  dug  a  well  on  their  own  land  near  to  that 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  afterwards  filled  up  the  well  with  such  loose  earth 
that  the  ground  round  it  sank,  and  the  plaintiff's  building  was  injured, 
causing  damage  to  the  amount  of  £15. 

The  jury  found,  in  answer  to  questions  by  the  Chief  Justice,  that  the 
land  of  the  plaintiff  would  have  sunk  if  there  had  been  no  building  on 
it,  and  that  some  particles  of  sand  from  it  would  have  fallen  on  to  the 
defendants'  propert}',  but  that  the  plaintiff  would  have  suffered  no 
appreciable  damage. 

A  verdict  was  entered  for  the  defendants,  with  leave  to  the  plaintiff 
to  move  to  enter  the  verdict  for  such  sum  under  £15  as  the  court 
should  direct,  on  the  ground  that  the  facts  proved  at  the  trial  entitled 
the  plaintiff  to  a  verdict  without  proof  of  any  pecuniary  damage. 
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Robinson,  Serjt.,  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi,  pursuant  to  the  leave 
reserved, 

Joyce  showed  cause. 

Robinson,  Serjt,  and  Joseph  Sharpe,  in  support  of  the  rule. 

ERLE,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be  discharged. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  a  right  of  action  accrues  whenever  a  person 
interferes  with  his  neighbor's  rights,  as,  for  example,  by  stepping  on 
his  land,  or,  as  in  the  case  of  Ashby  v.  White,  1  Sm.  L.  C.  5th  ed.  216, 
interfering  with  his  right  to  vote,  and  this  though  no  actual  damage 
ma}'  result.  But  for  a  man  to  dig  a  hole  in  his  own  land  is  in  itself  a 
perfectl}'  lawful  act  of  ownership,  and  it  only  becomes  a  wrong  if  it 
injures  his  neighbor ;  and  since  it  is  the  injury  itself  which  gives  rise 
to  the  right  of  action,  there  can  be  no  right  of  action  unless  the  dam- 
age is  of  an  appreciable  amount.  A  person  may  build  a  chimney  in 
front  of  your  drawing-room,  and  the  smoke  from  it  ma}'  annoy  3*011,  or 
he  may  carry  on  a  trade  next  door  to  your  house  the  noise  of  which  may 
be  inconvenient ;  but  unless  the  smoke  or  noise  be  such  as  to  do  you 
appreciable  damage,  3*011  have  no  right  of  action  against  him  for  what 
is  in  itself  a  lawful  act.  In  the  case  of  St.  Helen's  Smelting  Company 
v.  Tipping,  11  H.  L.  C.  642;  35  L.  J.  (Q.  B.)  66,  in  which  the 
defendant  had  set  up  some  chemical  works,  the  House  of  Lords  held 
that,  if  the  noxious  vapors  did  not  cause  material  damage  to  the  plain- 
tiff, he  had  no  cause  of  action.  In  the  present  case  the  digging  the  well 
and  filling  it  up  again  were  in  themselves  perfect^*  lawful  acts,  and  the 
jury  have  found  that  they  did  no  sensible  damage  to  the  plaintiff,  and  he 
has  therefore  no  right  of  action. 

BYLES,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  actions  for  a  trespass  the 
trespass  itself  is  a  sufficient  cause  of  action.  But  in  actions  for  indirect 
injuries  like  the  present,  the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  JSonomi 
v.  Backhouse,  9  H.  L.  C.  503 ;  34  L.  J.  (Q.  B.)  181,  shows  that  there 
is  no  cause  of  action  if  there  be  no  damage,  and  I  cannot  distinguish 
between  no  appreciable  damage  to  the  land  in  its  natural  state  and  no 
damage  at  all. 

MONTAGUE  SMITH,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  mere  sub- 
sidence of  the  surface  of  the  soil  is  not  necessarily  an  injury,  and  we  are 
bound  by  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  who  found  that  in  fact  no  appreciable 
damage  would  have  occurred  if  these  new  buildings  had  not  been  on  the 
land.  Rule  discharged. 
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BIRMINGHAM  v.  ALLEN. 

CHANCERY  DIVISION  AND  COURT  OF  APPEAL.     1877. 
[Reported  L.  R.  6  Ch.  Div.  234.] 

THIS  was  an  action  by  the  Corporation  of  Birmingham,  who  were  the 
owners  of  gasworks  called  the  Swan  Village  Gasworks,  to  restrain  the 
defendants,  T.  H.  Allen  and  T.  E.  Holden,  who  were  proprietors  of 
Swan  Farm  Colliery,  in  the  neighborhood  of  the  gasworks,  from  work- 
ino1  their  coal  in  such  a  manner  as  to  cause  subsidence  of  the  surface  of 

o 

the  plaintiffs'  land. 

The  plaintiffs  purchased  the  gasworks  from  the  Birmingham  and 
Staffordshire  Gaslight  Company  in  the  year  1875. 

The  gas  company  purchased  the  land  on  which  the  works  were  erected, 
together  with  the  minerals  under  the  same,  in  the  year  1824.  They 
afterwards  purchased  the  minerals  under  various  pieces  of  land  adjoin- 
ing their  property,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  surface  of  their 
own  land  from  being  shaken  or  disturbed.  Among  others  they  pur- 
chased, in  1872,  the  minerals  under  a  piece  of  land  belonging  to  Messrs. 
Pershore  &  Gregory  which  adjoined  the  western  boundar}*  of  the  gas- 
works. The  defendants'  colliery  la}*  to  the  west  of  this  piece  of  land,  to 
which  it  adjoined,  so  that  the  piece  of  land  la}*  between  the  properties 
of  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendants. 

The  seams  of  coal  under  the  district  were  as  follows :  The  Brooch 
Coal,  3  ft.  9  in.  thick,  about  90  yards  from  the  surface. 

The  Thick  Coal,  28  ft.  9  in.  thick,  about  156  yards  from  the  surface. 

The  Heathen  Coal,  3  ft.  6  in.  thick,  about  156  yards  from  the 
sui'face. 

The  New  Mine  Coal,  5  ft  6  in.  thick,  about  185  yards  from  the 
surface. 

The  Thick  Coal  under  the  piece  of  land  purchased  bj*  the  gas  com- 
pany in  1872  had  been  worked  out  more  than  thirty  years  before  they 
purchased  it,  and  the  superincumbent  earth  was  propped  by  pillars  in 
the  usual  way. 

The  Thick  Coal  under  the  gasworks  had  not  been  worked  out  when 
the  company  purchased  the  site  in  1824  ;  but  in  the  j*ear  1834  they 
granted  the  Thick  Coal  under  a  small  portion  of  the  surface  to  Messrs. 
Bagnall  &  Haynes,  who  worked  it  out.  Seme  of  the  area  thus  granted 
was  exactly  under  the  retorts  of  the  gas  company. 

The  defendants  were  now  engaged  in  working  the  lowest  vein,  or 
New  Mine  Coal,  under  their  land.  The}*  worked  from  west  to  east, 
and  in  doing  so  approached  within  a  few  yards  of  the  western  boun- 
dary of  land  purchased  by  the  gas  company  in  1872. 

The  plaintiffs  claimed  that  the  working  of  the  New  Mine  Coal  by  the 
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defendants  had  already  caused  a  subsidence  of  the  surface  of  their  land 
and  the  buildings  thereon  erected,  and  would,  if  persisted  in,  cause  them 
great  injury,  and  they  brought  this  action  for  an  injunction  accordingly. 

The  defendants  pleaded  that  if  any  subsidence  of  the  plaintiffs'  land 
had  taken  place,  it  had  been  caused  parity  by  the  excavations  of  Thick 
Coal  under  the  plaintiffs'  own  land  by  the  lessees  of  the  gas  company, 
and  partly  by  the  erection  of  buildings  within  the  last  twenty  years 
over  such  excavated  portions ;  and  they  denied  that  they  were  under 
any  liability  to  the  plaintiffs  in  respect  of  any  injury  they  had  sustained. 

Both  sides  went  into  evidence  at  great  length.  The  trial  came  on  he- 
fore  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  on  the  15th  of  March,  1877,  and  witnesses 
were  examined  on  both  sides. 

The  result  of  the  evidence  is  stated  in  the  judgment  of  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls. 

Chitty.  Q.  C.,  and  Beale,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Southgate,  Q.  C.,  Ince,  Q.  C.,  and  Speed,  for  the  defendants. 

JESSEL,  M.  R.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs'  case  entirety  fails. 
We  have  had  a  most  careful  and,  I  think,  a  most  exhaustive  investi- 
gation into  the  facts,  and,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  have  no  doubt 
upon  any  of  the  facts  necessary  to  be  decided. 

I  think  it  is  plain  that  if  the  land  adjoining  the  plaintiffs'  land  had 
not  been  undermined,  the  defendants  might  work  the  New  Mine  seam 
as  well  as  the  Thick  Coal  seam  up  to  their  boundary.  [His  Lordship 
then  referred  to  the  evidence  on  this  point.] 

Now,  looking  to  this  evidence,  and  considering  that  it  is  for  the  plain- 
tiffs to  prove  their  case,  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  proved  satisfactorily 
that,  supposing  the  land  between  the  plaintiffs'  and  the  defendants' 
land  had  remained  in  its  natural  state,  if  the  defendants'  workings 
should  be  prosecuted  up  to  the  boundar}-  of  their  property,  they  would 
not,  as  far  as  the  New  Mine  is  concerned,  cause  any  injury  whatever 
to  the  plaintiffs'  works. 

Then  there  is  a  second  question,  which  is  a  question  of  fact  I  think  I 
ought  to  give  my  opinion  upon.  Has  the  working  of  the  defendants' 
New  Mine  at  all  actually  injured  the  plaintiffs'  buildings?  I  am  clear 
it  has  not.  [His  Lordship  then  considered  the  evidence  on  this  part  of 
the  case,  and  considered  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  injury  already- 
received.] 

Then  comes  the  question,  Will  it  occasion  injury?  As  to  that,  the 
evidence  is  very  conflicting.  Mr.  Cooksey  puts  the  safe  distance  as  100 
yards,  and  although  there  is  a  little  variation,  the  plaintiffs'  experts 
substantially  agree  in  putting  the  safe  distance  at  100  3*ards,  or  fifty- 
five  yards  from  the  defendants'  boundary.  The  defendants'  four  ex- 
perts also  substantially  agree,  and  they  put  it  at  sixty  yards,  or  fifteen 
yards  from  the  defendants'  boundary. 

Here,  again,  it  is  for  the  plaintiffs  to  make  out  their  case ;  and  it 
seems  to  me  to  be  mere  surmise  on  both  sides.  However,  I  must  say, 
if  it  were  necessary  to  decide  the  case  on  that  ground,  that  it  is  not 
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proved  to  my  satisfaction  that  more  than  sixty  3Tards  is  required,  that 
is,  more  than  fifteen  yards  from  the  boundary. 

[His  Lordship,  after  considering  certain  subordinate  questions  of 
fact,  continued  :  — ] 

I  now  come  to  a  point  of  very  great  difficulty  indeed,  on  which  the 
evidence  is  in  a  very  singular  condition.  The  plaintiffs  themselves,  or 
their  predecessors  in  title,  had  allowed  a  portion  of  their  land  to  be  un- 
dermined, that  is,  had  allowed  coal  to  be  extracted  from  under  that 
land,  and  the  question  was,  whether  the  extraction  of  that  coal  in  any 
way  interfered  with  the  support  of  the  retort  houses.  Now  the  odd 
part  of  the  matter  is,  that  the  experts  for  the  plaintiffs  said  that  it 
would  interfere  with  the  support,  and  increase  subsidence  ;  and  the  ex- 
perts of  the  defendants  said  it  would  not.  Under  these  circumstances, 
I  think  it  is  only  fair  to  say  that,  as  against  the  plaintiffs,  they  cannot 
reject  the  evidence  of  their  own  experts,  and  therefore  I  must  consider 
that  it  does  affect  it  to  some  extent,  but,  considering  the  evidence  of 
the  defendants'  experts,  not  to  a  material  extent.  That  is  the  way  that 
matter  appears  to  me. 

Now,  having  so  far  dealt  with  the  facts,  let  me  consider  the  law.  As 
I  understand,  the  law  was  settled  by  the  House  of  Lords,  confirming 
the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  in  the  case  of  Back- 
house v.  JBonomi,  9  H.  L.  C.  503,  that  ever}- landowner  in  the  kingdom 
has  a  right  to  the  support  of  his  land  in  its  natural  state.  It  is  not  an 
easement :  it  is  a  right  of  property.  That  being  so,  if  the  plaintiffs' 
land  had  been  in  its  natural  state,  no  doubt  the  defendants  must  not  do 
anything  to  let  that  land  slip,  or  go  down,  or  subside.  If  they  were  do- 
ing an  act  which  it  could  be  proved  to  me  by  satisfactory  expert  evi- 
dence would  necessarily  have  that  effect,  I  have  no  doubt  this  court 
would  interfere  by  injunction  on  the  ground  upon  which  it  always  inter- 
feres, namely,  to  prevent  irreparable  damage  when  the  damage  is  only 
threatened.  Of  course  they  must  have  a  much  clearer  and  much 
stronger  case  to  call  for  the  interference  of  this  court  by  injunction 
where  the  damage  is  merel}*  threatened  and  no  damage  has  actuall}'  oc- 
curred, than  when  some  damage  has  actually  occurred,  because  in  the 
one  case  you  have  no  facts  to  go  b}1,  but  only  opinion,  and  in  the  other 
case  you  have  actual  facts  to  go  by.  If  some  damage  has  occurred,  it 
makes  it  manifest  and  certain  that  further  damage  will  occur  by  reason 
of  the  prosecution  of  the  works. 

NO\A-  in  this  case,  if  it  stands  at  all,  it  may  well  stand  merely  on  opin- 
ion evidence,  which  would  be  sufficient  ground  for  interference  if  all  the 
experts  agreed  and  the  court  were  satisfied  that  damage  had  occurred  ; 
and  I  think  when  I  compare  the  evidence  of  these  various  experts,  I 
must  take  it  for  this  purpose  as  proved  that  if  the  defendants  work 
within  fifteen  yards  of  their  boundaiy,  and  in  their  New  Mine  Coal, 
damage,  and  serious  damage,  will  accrue  to  the  plaintiffs'  buildings. 
But  the  question  I  have  to  decide  is  whether  in  law  that  entitles  them 
to  an  injunction.  I  think  it  does  not.  In  this  case  it  is  true  the  plain- 
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tiffs  or  their  predecessors  acquired  the  mineral  area,  and  acquired  some 
of  the  land  after  the  Thick  Coal  had  been  worked  out  and  not  before  ; 
but  for  the  present  purpose  I  \&y  out  of  consideration  the  fact  of  their 
ownership  of  anything,  and  I  will  treat  the  case  as  if  the  portions  under 
which  they  possess  the  minerals,  and  the  land  so  subsequently  acquired, 
did  not  belong  to  them,  and  it  appears  as  the  result  of  the  evidence  that 
if  that  Thick  Coal  had  not  been  extracted  from  under  these  portions  of 
land,  the  intended  operations  of  the  defendants  would  certainly  not 
cause  an}r  substantial  injury. 

But  it  is  said  that,  inasmuch  as  these  operations  have  occurred  in 
what  I  will  call  the  intervening  land,  and  have  thereby  weakened  the 
support,  it  will  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  prevent  the  owners  of  the  land  on 
the  other  side  of  this  intervening  land  from  working  their  mines  in  the 
way  the}'  could  otherwise  have  worked  them.  But  the  first  question  one 
asks  is,  Why  ?  Why  should  the  act  of  the  intervening  owner,  that  is, 
the  owner  of  the  intermediate  land,  deprive  men  of  their  rights  to  their 
mines?  It  strikes  one  at  once*  as  a  most  extraordinary  proposition. 
The  act  of  the  intervening  owner  for  this  purpose  is  rightful  as  regards 
the  mine-owners  whose  mines  are  asked  to  be  confiscated,  for  that  is 
what  it  comes  to.  If  the}"  cannot  work  them  they  are  confiscated.  The 
plaintiffs  ask  for  the  confiscation  of  their  propert}*,  not  because  the}* 
have  done  any  wrong,  for  they  have  done  no  wrong  —  not  because  the 
intervening  owner  has  done  any  wrong,  for  he  only  worked  his  mines, 
and  when  he  worked  them  he  occasioned  no  injury  to  the  person  who 
owned  the  propert}"  on  the  other  side ;  but  it  is  said  that  inasmuch  as 
he  has  taken  out  his  coal  first,  the  defendants  are  deprived  of  the  right 
of  getting  their  mines.  I  say  it  is  a  startling  proposition,  and  one 
which  appears  to  me  so  unfounded  in  reason  that  I  should  be  very  loth 
indeed  to  believe  it  was  founded  in  law. 

Now,  what  is  the  right  of  the  adjoining  owner?  As  I  said  before,  it 
is  to  the  support  of  his  land  in  its  natural  state  —  support  b}"  whom  ? 
The  judges  have  said,  "  Support  by  his  neighbor."  What  does  that 
mean?  Who  is  his  neighbor?  It  was  contended  that  all  the  land- 
owners in  England,  however  distant,  were  neighbors  for  this  purpose 
if  their  operations  in  an}r  remote  degree  injured  the  land.  But  surely 
that  cannot  be  the  meaning  of  it.  The  neighboring  landowner  to  me 
for  this  purpose  must  be  the  owner  of  that  portion  of  land,  whether  a 
wider  or  narrower  strip  of  land,  the  existence  of  which  in  its  natural 
state  is  necessary  for  the  support  of  my  land.  As  long  as  that  land  re- 
mains in  its  natural  state,  and  it  supports  my  land,  I  have  no  rights  be- 
yond it,  and  therefore  it  seems  to  me  that  he  is  my  neighbor  for  this 
purpose.  There  might  be  land  of  so  solid  a  character,  consisting  of 
solid  stone,  that  a  foot  of  it  would  be  enough  to  support  the  land. 
There  might  be  other  land  so  friable  and  of  such  an  unsolid  character 
that  you  would  want  a  quarter  of  a  mile  of  it.  But  whatever  it  is,  as 
long  as  you  have  got  enough  land  on  your  boundary,  which  left  un- 
touched will  support  your  land,  you  have  got  your  neighbor's  land 
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\vhose  support  you  are  entitled  to.     Beyond  that  it  would  appear  to  me 
you  have  no  rights. 

Well,  that  being  so,  it  is  clear  upon  the  evidence  that  the  interven- 
ing portions  of  land  between  the  boundary  of  the  plaintiffs'  and  the 
boundary  of  the  defendants'  land  was  sufficient  in  its  natural  state  for 
the  support  of  the  plaintiffs'  building.  Therefore  it  appears  to  me  that 
the  plaintiffs  have  no  rights  as  against  the  landowners  on  the  other  side 
of  that  intervening  space,  and  that  they  acquire  no  rights  whatever  the 
owner  of  the  intervening  land  may  have  done ;  and,  if  the  act  of  the 
intervening  owner  has  been  such  as  to  take  away  the  support  to  which 
the  first  landowner  who  complains  is  entitled,  then,  for  whatever  dam- 
age occurs  from  the  act  which  he  has  done,  the  first  owner  may  have 
an  action,  but  an  action  against  the  intervening  owner,  not  an  action 
against  the  owner  on  the  other  side  ;  and  it  appears  to  me  that  it  would 
be  really  a  most  extraordinarj-  result  that  the  man  upon  whom  no  re- 
sponsibility whatever  originally  rested,  who  was  under  no  liability  what- 
ever to  support  the  plaintiffs'  land,  should  have  that  liability  thrown 
upon  him  without  any  default  of  his  own,  without  any  misconduct  or 
any  misfeasance  on  his  part.  I  cannot  believe  that  any  such  law  exists 
or  ever  will  exist.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiffs  are 
not  entitled  to  damages  for  the  acts  of  the  defendants,  and  that  the 
only  order  I  ought  to  make  is  to  dismiss  the  action  with  costs. 

From  this  decision  the  plaintiffs  appealed.  It  was  admitted  on  the 
appeal  that  if  the  land  lying  between  the  plaintiffs'  and  defendants'  land 
had  remained  in  its  natural  condition,  the  present  works  of  the  defend- 
ants would  not  cause  any  injury  to  the  surface  of  the  plaintiffs'  land ; 
but  that  in  its  present  condition  the  defendants  could  not  work  nearer 
than  fifteen  yards  to  their  boundary  without  endangering  the  surface  of 
the  plaintiffs'  land.  It  was  also  admitted  that  the  support  of  the  sur- 
face on  which  the  retort  houses  were  built  was  not  appreciably  dimin- 
ished by  the  works  of  the  plaintiffs'  predecessors  in  title.  The  case 
came  before  the  Court  of  Appeal  on  the  26th  of  June,  1877. 

JAMES,  L.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  ought  to  be  affirmed.  It  has  been  conceded  in  the  course  of 
the  argument  that  this  is,  at  all  events,  in  fact,  whatever  it  is  in  principle, 
an  extension  of  the  liability  of  mine-owners  beyond  anything  for  which 
there  is  an  express  authority  in  any  decided  case,  that  is  to  say,  to  a  case 
in  which  the  owner  of  the  mines  is  not  the  adjoining  owner  de  facto  to 
the  person  whose  property  is  alleged  to  have  been  injured ;  and  it  is 
also  conceded  for  the  purposes  of  the  argument,  and  upon  the  facts  of 
the  case,  that  if  the  whole  of  the  intervening  land,  to  whomsoever  it 
had  belonged  or  may  belong  now,  had  been  left  in  a  state  of  nature, 
there  would  have  been  in  that  state  of  nature  a  sufficient  support  for  the 
land  of  the  plaintiffs  so  as  not  to  have  imposed  any  burden  upon  the 
defendants,  or  to  have  caused  what  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  has  called  a 
confiscation  of  the  defendants'  mineral  property. 
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I  agree  with  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  that  it  seems  a  very  startling 
thing  to  say  that  a  man  who  has  got  a  property  in  valuable  mines  can 
be  deprived  of  those  valuable  mines  because  some  one  else  between  him 
and  somebody  else,  a  third  person,  has  been  doing  something  with  his 
property.  Whether  you  call  it  an  easement  or  a  natural  right  incident 
to  property,  or  a  right  of  property,  it  seems  to  me  that  those  are  only 
different  modes  of  expressing  the  origin  of  the  right,  and  do  not  express 
an}'  difference  in  the  right  itself.  Whatever  it  be,  there  must  be, 
whether  you  use  those  terms  or  not,  the  idea  and  the  substance  of  a 
dominant  and  servient  tenement ;  and  it  does  seem  to  me  rather  start- 
ling to  find  that  the  servient  tenement  can  have  its  servitude  or  obliga- 
tion increased  by  the  act  of  the  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement,  or 
by  the  act  of  a  third  person  intervening  between  the  owners  of  the 
dominant  and  servient  tenements.  In  all  the  cases  the  terms  "  adja- 
cent," "neighboring,"  and  "neighbor"  have  been  used,  and  I  think 
that  not  immaterial.  It  has  always  been  considered  as  the  right  of 
the  adjacent  owner,  or  the  right  of  a  subjacent  owner ;  it  has  al- 
always  been  considered  as  the  right  of  a  man  against  his  neighbor. 
These  are  the  terms  which  are  always  expressed  in  all  the  cases.  As 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  this  case  has  pointed  out,  it  does  not  neces- 
sarily apply  to  a  case  where  the  adjacent  owner  is  the  owner  of  a  mere 
strip  of  land  not  affording  support ;  and  he  has,  therefore,  endeavored 
to  define,  and  I  think  he  has  succeeded  in  defining,  what  adjacency  and 
neighborhood  mean  in  these  cases.  He  has  said,  using  a  very  felici- 
tous expression,  that  that  is  the  adjacent  land,  that  is  the  neighboring 
property,  which  in  extent  would  in  the  natural  state  of  things  have  af- 
forded the  requisite  support  to  the  dominant  tenement.  I  see  no  reason 
to  dissent  from  that ;  there  certainly  is  no  authority  which  would  en- 
title me  to  dissent  from  that  proposition,  and  I  cannot,  upon  principle, 
find  an}r  reason  for  extending  the  liability  to  an  owner  of  some  land 
beyond  the  zone  which  is  so  described.  It  appears  to  me  really  that  if 
that  were  not  so,  and  if  the  thing  were  to  be  determined  exactly  as  the 
thing  stands,  that  the  moment  the  alleged  damage  is  done,  or  the  alleged 
damage  is  apprehended,  there  is  no  distinction  in  principle  whether 
the  intermediate  acts  which  have  changed  the  natural  position  of  the 
properties  are  due  to  the  plaintiff  himself  or  to  somebod}'  else,  because 
if  he  has  lawfully  worked  his  mines,  he  would  say,  "  I  have  done  no 
wrong ;  I  have  done  nothing  that  I  was  not  lawfully  entitled  to  do.  I 
have  worked  out  my  mines  under  my  own  land  as  far  as  I  might  law- 
fully do  so,  and  having  done  that  I  have  now  a  cavity  under  m}'  land, 
and  I  now  warn  you,  my  neighbor,  that  you  must  not  follow  m}'  ex- 
ample and  work  your  mines,  because  if  you  work  your  mines  in  addition 
to  my  working  my  mines  you  will  let  down  my  house  or  the  surface  from 
which  I  have  removed  1113'  support," — thus  throwing  it  entirely  upon 
him.  It  seems  to  me  that  would  be  included  in  the  result  if  it  were 
to  be  tried  at  the  time  the  thing  was  done ;  and  that  is  exactly  what 
we  have  authority  against.  Because  in  the  case  in  the  Court  of  Ex- 
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chequer,  Partridge  v.  Scott,  3  M.  &  W.  220,  as  it  appears  to  me,  we 
have  a  direct  authority  for  saying  that  where  a  man  has  himself  dimin- 
ished the  subjacent  support  of  his  own  land,  he  has  no  right  of  action 
or  complaint  against  his  neighbor  whose  acts  by  reason  of  that  previous 
weakening  have  caused  subsidence  of  the  plaintiffs'  soil.  That  we  have 
authority  for.  Upon  the  same  principle,  it  appears  to  me  to  follow,  as 
I  have  pointed  out,  that  if  somebody,  not  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant, 
has  intervened  and  destroyed  that  which  was  the  natural  and  legitimate 
support  of  the  plaintiffs'  property,  that  is  to  say,  that  portion  of  the 
neighboring  land  which  in  a  state  of  nature  did  exist  for  the  purposes 
of  support,  no  further  consequence  would  arise  to  the  prejudice  of  the 
owner  of  the  further  piece,  of  land  than  would  have  arisen  in  the  case  of 
the  plaintiff  doing  it  himself. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  Master  of  the  Rolls'  judgment  is 
right,  and  must  be  sustained,  and  that  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed, 
with  costs. 

BAGGALLAY,  L.  J.  This  appeal  has  been  argued,  and  I  think  it  has 
been  conveniently  argued,  upon  certain  admissions  or  assumptions 
which  limit  the  scope  of  the  pleadings.  According  to  the  pleadings, 
the  plaintiffs'  land  consists  of  five  several  properties  adjacent  to  each 
other,  colored  with  five  different  colors,  which  need  not  be  particularly 
specified,  and  an  injunction  is  asked  to  restrain  working  by  the  defend- 
ants in  such  a  way  as  to  injure,  by  subsidence  or  otherwise,  an}'  portion 
of  those  five  several  lands,  but  the  question  has  now  been  limited  to 
the  consideration  of  the  land  on  which  the  retort  houses  are  erected.  It 
has  been  agreed  also  that  certain  conclusions  which  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  arrived  at  upon  the  facts  of  the  case  shall,  for  the  purpose  of  the 
argument,  be  treated  as  established.  One  of  those  conclusions  of  fact 
was  that  if  the  land  intervening  between  the  plaintiffs'  land  in  question 
and  the  land  of  the  defendants  had  remained  in  its  natural  state,  the  de- 
fendants might  have  worked  up  to  their  bounclar}*  without  doing  any 
injury  at  all  to  the  land.  Another  of  the  conclusions  of  fact  was,  that 
assuming  the  lands  to  be  as  they  are  at  present,  then  the  defendants 
cannot  work  nearer  than  within  fifteen  yards  of  the  mineral  boundaiy 
between  the  two  properties  without  causing  serious  damage  to  the  plain- 
tiffs' buildings  ;  and  a  third  admission  is  this  —  and  I  think  it  is  an  im- 
portant one  —  that  the  support  of  the  retort  houses  has  not  been  in  any 
way  appreciably  diminished  by  the  working  of  the  plaintiffs  themselves 
under  the  land  on  which  the}*  are  erected. 

In  this  view  of  the  case  the  suggested  injury  is,  that  by  the  working 
of  the  coal  measures  of  the  defendants,  and  by  means  of  the  primary 
subsidence  or  falling  in  of  the  lands  between  the  defendants'  land  and 
the  plaintiffs'  land,  which  lands  are  also,  for  the  purpose  of  argument, 
assumed  to  have  belonged  to  third  parties,  injury  will  be  occasioned 
also  to  the  plaintiffs'  land.  Now  it  appears  to  me  that  when  once 
you  have  arrived  at  the  conclusions  and  admissions  of  fact  to  which 
I  have  just  alluded,  you  have  a  case  on  which  there  can  be  no  pos- 
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sible  question.  It  seems  to  me  to  be  quite  contrary  to  all  principle 
and  authority  to  say  that,  by  reason  of  the  working  by  the  defendants 
upon  lands  which  are  not  adjoining  lands  to  the  land  of  the  plaintiffs, 
and  which,  if  the  intermediate  lands  had  remained  in  their  natural  state, 
would  not  have  afforded  support  to  the  plaintiffs'  land,  there  can  be  a 
right  of  action  against  the  defendants.  It  appears  to  me  that  in  the 
various  cases,  and  they  were  all  cited,  I  think,  and  discussed  in  the 
case  of  Bower  v.  Peate,  1  Q.  B.  D.  321,  the  very  essence  of  the  thing 
is  that  the  land  should  be  adjacent ;  that  is,  adjacent  in  the  sense  de- 
fined by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

BRETT,  L.  J.  It  appears  to  me  strange,  but  I  believe  it  to  be  the 
truth,  that  there  is  no  authorhYy  on  the  particular  point  that  we  have  to 
determine,  and  that  it  has  therefore  to  be  determined  for  the  first  time 
in  this  case.  I  assume  for  the  purpose  of  this  case  that  the  land  lying 
intermediate  between  the  defendants'  land  and  that  which  the  plaintiffs 
desire  to  protect  is  in  the  hands  of  other  persons  than  the  plaintiffs  or 
the  defendants,  and  I  assume  that  if  the  defendants  work  under  their 
own  lands  thejr  will  cause  damage  to  the  plaintiffs'  lands,  and  I  further 
assume  that  if  the  defendants  should  not  work  under  their  land  that  no 
damage  will  occur  to  the  plaintiffs'  land,  so  that  in  one  sense  it  will  be 
the  act  of  the  defendants  which  will  cause  the  damage  to  the  plaintiffs' 
land.  But  then,  as  against  that,  I  take  the  finding  to  be  that  if  there 
had  been  no  working  under  the  intermediate  land,  working  under  the  de- 
fendants' land  would  not  damage  the  plaintiffs'  land,  and  it  is  upon  that 
last  finding  that  I  think  this  case  must  be  determined,  because  upon 
that  last  finding  the  defendants'  land  is  brought  within  this  proposition, 
that  it  is  land  which  in  its  natural  state,  and  in  the  natural  state  of  the 
plaintiffs'  land  and  of  the  intermediate  land,  would  not  be  necessary  as 
a  support  to  the  plaintiffs'  land  at  all.  It  seems  to  me  to  follow  from 
that  that  if  the  defendants  worked  in  their  own  land  up  to  the  boundary 
when  there  were  no  workings  in  either  the  plaintiffs'  land  or  the  inter- 
mediate land,  their  workings  would  have  no  effect  whatever  upon  the 
plaintiffs'  land.  They  would  have  a  perfect  right,  therefore,  under 
these  circumstances,  to  work  up  to  the  limit  of  their  own  land.  Then 
can  that  right  of  theirs  which  they  have  under  those  circumstances  be 
diminished  by  any  act  done  either  by  the  plaintiffs  or  by  any  one  for 
whose  acts  the  defendants  are  not  otherwise  responsible?  It  seems  to 
me  that  their  right  cannot  be  so  diminished.  As  for  their  right  being 
diminished  by  any  act  of  the  plaintiffs  themselves,  I  think  the  reason- 
ing of  Baron  Alderson  in  Partridge  v.  Scott,  3  M.  &  W.  220,  is  con- 
clusive to  show  that  the  defendants'  right  could  not  be  diminished  under 
such  circumstances  by  reason  of  anything  done  by  the  plaintiffs  them- 
selves on  their  own  land.  Well,  if  that  be  the  case  with  regard  to  the 
plaintiffs,  and  we  have  authority  so  far,  we  have  only  to  go  the  ad- 
ditional step  of  saying  that  the  defendants'  right  shall  not  be  dimin- 
ished by  the  act  of  the  intermediate  owner  —  that  is.  the  act  of  a 
person  for  whose  action  they  are  otherwise  not  at  all  responsible. 
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They  could  not  prevent  that  owner  working  in  any  way  he  pleased ; 
they  had  no  remedy  against  him  for  working  in  any  way  he  pleased, 
and  therefore,  according  to  the  ordinary  principles  of  law,  it  seems  to 
me  their  right  ought  not  to  be  diminished  by  the  acts  of  that  person. 

These  are  the  reasons  why  I  think  the  Master  of  the  Rolls'  proposi- 
tion is  a  correct  one,  namely,  that  the  only  acts  of  the  defendants  in 
mining  for  which  they  can  be  responsible  with  regard  to  adjacent  and 
neighboring  owners  are  works  under  land  which,  if  it  remained  in  its 
natural  state  and  the  other  lands  remained  in  their  natural  state,  would 
be  a  support  to  the  land  of  the  person  complaining. 

I  can  hardly  think  that  this  is  a  relation  of  dominant  and  servient 
tenements,  and  would  rather,  for  myself,  put  it  that  this  is  a  relation 
between  adjacent  owners,  which  has  an  attribute  which  is  the  same  as 
that  which  exists  in  the  case  of  the  relation  between  dominant  and 
servient  tenements,  and  that  relation  with  regard  to  the  reciprocal  acts 
of  the  parties  leads  one  to  the  same  conclusion  as  that  which  we  have 
alread\r  arrived  at ;  although,  therefore,  this  is  a  case  of  first  impres- 
sion, that  is  to  say,  a  case  in  which  we  have,  after  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  for  the  first  time,  to  decide  what  is  the  proper  definition  of  "  ad- 
jacent lands,"  I  think  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  has  given  a  very  happy 
definition  of  it,  and  one  which  we  ought  to  accept. 
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SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1877. 
[Reported  122  Mass.  199.] 

TORT  for  injuries  to  the  plaintiffs  land  by  the  excavation  of  adjoining 
land  by  the  defendant. 

The  case  was  submitted  to  the  Superior  Court,  and,  after  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff,  to  this  court  on  appeal,  on  an  agreed  statement  of 
facts  as  follows : 

"  The  plaintiff  was  owner  of  a  parcel  of  land  in  a  populous  portion  of 
that  part  of  Boston,  latety  Roxbury,  as  described  in  her  writ,  bounded 
on  the  southwesterly  side  by  the  land  of  one  Webb.  On  this  land  of 
the  plaintiff,  but  immediately  adjoining  the  division  line,  was  a  fence, 
and  near  to  it  a  few  currant  bushes  and  certain  modern  structures. 
The  two  parcels  in  their  natural  condition  made  a  knoll,  the  highest 
part  of  which  was  at  or  near  the  division  line. 

"  Webb,  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  lot,  under  an  agreement  with  one 
Gillighan,  gave  him  permission  to  remove  the  soil  of  his  land  down  to 
a  grade  of  the  street  on  its  northwesterly  side,  on  which  both  lots  were 
located.  Webb  gave  Gillighan  the  right  to  go  up  to,  but  not  within 
two  feet  of,  the  plaintiffs  fence.  Webb  had  no  other  connection  with 
the  acts  complained  of. 
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"  Gillighan  for  a  consideration  gave  permission  to  the  defendant  to 
remove  a  portion  of  this  said  soil,  and  under  that  license  the  defendant 
removed  all  the  soil  that  was  removed  nearest  to  and  along  the  line  of 
the  plaintiff's  land,  and  the  removal  of  which,  it  was  alleged,  caused 
the  damage  complained  of.  Gillighan  gave  the  license  to  the  defend- 
ant under  the  same  restrictions  as  to  k  not  within  two  feet  of  the  plain- 
tiffs fence,'  as  Webb  had  imposed  upon  him. 

"  The  depth  to  which  the  grade  of  this  adjoining  land  was  lowered  by 
the  defendant  against  the  plaintiffs  lot  was  at  its  greatest  measure  some 
ten  feet,  and  at  its  lowest,  some  five  feet.  The  soil  of  the  plaintiffs  lot 
fell  along  the  whole  length  of  her  line  to  the  width  of  some  two  or  three 
feet  at  the  top,  taking  with  it  the  fence  and  shrubbery  upon  it.  The 
weight  of  the  plaintiffs  structures  near  the  line  did  not  contribute  to 
the  falling  away  of  the  soil.  The  defendant  left  a  bank  of  earth  on  the 
Webb  lot  against  the  plaintiff's  land  along  the  whole  line,  but  it  was 
not  in  all  parts  two  feet  wide  at  the  top.  There  was  no  falling  away  of 
the  soil  at  the  time  the  defendant  ceased  his  work,  which  was  in  the 
fall  of  the  year,'  about  the  28d  of  October.  The  bank  left  by  the  de- 
fendant was  rendered  insufficient  to  hold  the  soil  of  the  plaintiff  in  its 
natural  condition  by  the  effect  of  rains  and  frost.  The  bank  began  to 
give  way  under  the  effect  of  rains  and  frost  at  once,  but  the  soil  of  the 
plaintiff  was  not  actually  disturbed  till  the  month  of  March  in  the 
spring  following  the  fall  when  the  work  of  the  defendant  was  ended. 

"  The  damages  occasioned  to  the  plaintiff  b}T  loss  of  and  injuiy  to  her 
soil  alone,  caused  by  the  acts  of  the  defendant,  amount  to  ninety-five ' 
dollars.  To  put  the  plaintiff's  land  into  its  former  condition,  and  so 
maintain  it  by  means  of  a  retaining  wall  (which  I  find  to  be  the  best 
method  of  accomplishing  that  result),  would  cost  the  sum  of  five  hun- 
dred and  seventy-five  dollars :  and  to  replace  the  fence  and  shrubs 
would  cost  the  further  sum  of  foity-five  dollars.  The  difference  between 
the  market  value  of  the  plaintiff's  lot  of  land  as  affected  by  the  act  of 
the  defendant,  and  what  its  market  value  would  be  had  it  not  been  de- 
prived of  its  natural  supports  (without  taking  into  account  the  unavoid- 
able disadvantage  to  the  plaintiff,  which  must  have  followed  from  the 
lawful  cutting  down  of  the  adjoining  lot,  though  her  soil  had  not  been 
disturbed  thereby) ,  would  be  the  equivalent  of  and  fulty  compensated 
b}-  the  cost  of  putting  her  land  back  into  the  same  condition  it  was 
before,  or  the  sum  of  the  two  amounts  last  named,  namely,  six  hundred 
and  twenty  dollars." 

Upon  the  foregoing  facts,  the  court  was  to  enter  such  judgment  as  it 
should  deem  proper. 

P.  E.  Tucker,  for  the  plaintiff. 

C.  H.  Drew,  for  the  defendant. 

GRAY,  C.  3.  The  right  of  an  owner  of  land  to  the  support  of  the 
land  adjoining  \sjure  naturce,  like  the  right. in  a  flowing  stream.  Every 
owner  of  land  is  entitled,  as  against  his  neighbor,  to  have  the  earth 
stand  and  the  water  flow  in  its  natural  condition.  In  the  case  of  run- 
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ning  water,  the  owner  of  each  estate  by  which  it  flows  has  only  the 
right  to  the  use  of  the  water  for  reasonable  purposes,  qualified  by  a  like 
right  in  every  other  owner  of  land  above  or  below  him  on  the  same 
stream.  But  in  the  case  of  land,  which  is  fixed  in  its  place,  each  owner 
has  the  absolute  right  to  have  his  land  remain  in  its  natural  condition, 
unaffected  by  any  act  of  his  neighbor ;  and,  if  the  neighbor  digs  upon 
or  improves  his  own  land  so  as  to  injure  this  right,  may  maintain  an 
action  against  him,  without  proof  of  negligence. 

.  But  this  right  of  propert}7  is  only  in  the  land  in  its  natural  condition, 
and  the  damages  in  such  an  action  are  limited  to  the  injury  to  the  land 
itself,  and  do  not  include  any  injury  to  buildings  or  improvements 
thereon.  While  each  owner  may  build  upon  and  improve  his  own 
estate  at  his  pleasure,  provided  he  does  not  infringe  upon  the  natural 
right  of  his  neighbor,  no  one  can  by  his  own  act  enlarge  the  liability  of 
his  neighbor  for  an  interference  with  this  natural  right.  If  a  man  is 
not  content  to  enjo}'  his  land  in  its  natural  condition,  but  wishes  to 
build  upon  or  improve  it,  he  must  either  make  an  agreement  with  his 
neighbor,  or  dig  his  foundations  so  deep,  or  take  such  other  precau- 
tions, as  to  insure  the  stabilit}-  of  his  buildings  or  improvements,  what- 
ever excavations  the  neighbor  may  afterwards  make  upon  his  own  land 
in  the  exercise  of  his  right. 

In  2  Rol.  Ab.  564,  it  is  stated  that  in  Wilde  v.  Minsterley,  in  15  Car. 
I.,  it  was  decided  in  the  King's  Bench,  after  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 
that  "if  A.  be  seised  in  fee  of  copyhold  land  next  adjoining  to  the 
land  of  B.,  and  A.  erects  a  new  house  upon  his  copyhold  land,  and 
some  part  of  the  house  is  erected  upon  the  confines  of  his  land  next 
adjoining  to  the  land  of  B.,  and  B.  afterwards  digs  his  land  so  near  to 
the  foundation  of  A.'s  house,  but  no  part  of  A.'s  land,  that  thereby  the 
foundation  of  the  house  and  the  house  itself  fall  into  the  pit,  yet  no 
action  lies  by  A.  against  B.,  because  it  was  A.'s  own  fault  that  he  built 
his  house  so  near  the  land  of  B.,  for  he  by  his  act  cannot  hinder  B. 
from  making  the  best  use  of  his  own  land  that  he  can.  But  it  seems 
that  a  man  who  has  land  next  adjoining  to  my  land  cannot  dig  his  land 
so  near  my  land  that  thereby  my  land  shall  go  into  his  pit ;  and  there- 
fore, if  the  action  had  been  brought  for  this,  it  would  lie." 

In  the  same  court,  in  15  Car.  II.,  Justices  Twisden  and  Windham 
said  that  it  had  been  adjudged  that,  "  if  I,  being  seised  of  land,  lease 
forty  foot  thereof  to  A.  to  build  a  house  .thereon,  and  other  forty  foot 
to  B.  to  build  a  house,  and  one  of  them  builds  a  house,  and  then  the 
other  digs  a  cellar  in  his  land,  whereby  the  wall  of  the  first  house 
adjoining  falls,  no  action  lies  for  that,  because  each  one  ma}'  make  the 
best  advantage  of  his  digging  ;  "  "  but  it  seemed  to  them  that  the  law 
is  otherwise,  if  it  was  an  ancient  wall  or  house  that  falls  by  such 
digging."  Palmer  v.  Fleshees,  1  Sid.  167.  In  another  report,  the 
corresponding  statement  is,  that  "it  was  adjudged  that  two  having 
ground  adjoining,  the  one  built  de  novo,  and  the  other  in  his  ground 
digged  so  near,  that  the  other  fell,  and  no  remedj",  the  house  being 
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new."  Palmer  v.  Flessier,  1  Keb.  625.  That  adjudication  Is  referred 
to  in  Siderfin  as  "  7  Jac.  in  Piyott  and  Surits  Case"  and  in  Keble  as 
"  7  Car."  But  Sury  v.  Pigot,  decided  in  1  Car.  I.,  and  full}*  reported 
in  Popham,  166,  was  upon  another  point,  and  is  so  stated  in  Keble, 
ubi  supra ;  and  it  would  seem  that  the  reference  intended  may  have 
been  to  the  case  of  Wilde  v.  Minsterley,  above  cited. 

There  are  indeed  two  or  three  early  cases,  in  which  actions  appear  to 
have  been  sustained  for  undermining  houses  b}'  digging  on  adjoining 
land.  Slingsby  v.  Barnard,  14  Jac.  I.,  1  Kol.  R.  430  ;  Smith  v.  M<n-- 
tin,  23  Car.  II.,  2  Saund.  400 ;  Barwell  v.  Kensey,  35  Car.  II.,  3  Lev. 
171 ;  s.  c.  1  Mod.  Entr.  195.  But  in  Slingsby  v.  Barnard,  and  in 
Smith  v.  Martin,  the  objections  made  were  not  to  the  right  to  maintain 
the  action,  but  only  to  particulars  in  the  form  of  the  declaration  ;  and 
in  Barwell  v.  J&nsey,  the  declaration,  as  construed  by  the  majority  of 
the  court,  alleged  not  merely  digging  near  the  plaintiff's  foundation, 
but  digging  that  foundation  itself. 

In  Tenant  v.  Goldwin,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1089,  1094,  Lord  Holt  and 
Justice  Powell  are  reported  to  have  ' '  held  that  a  man  cannot  build  so 
near  another  man's  house  as  to  throw  it  down."  But  the  only  point 
adjudged  was  the  same  as  in  Ball  v.  Nye,  99  Mass.  582,  that  a  man  is 
bound,  of  common  right,  to  keep  a  vault  upon  his  own  land  in  repair, 
so  that  the  filth  shall  not  flow  upon  his  neighbor's  land,  "  for  he  whose 
dirt  it  is  must  keep  it  that  it  may  not  trespass."  s.  c.  1  Salk.  360, 
361 ;  6  Mod.  311 ;  1  Salk.  21  ;  Holt,  500.  And  upon  a  comparison  of 
the  various  reports  it  is  evident  that  the  digging  so  near  another's  wall 
as  to  weaken  it  was  not  spoken  of  as  giving  a  right  of  action  to  the 
owner  of  the  wall,  but  as  limiting  bis  liability  for  the  escape  of  filth 
caused  by  the  new  digging. 

The  latest  and  the  most  authoritative  statement  of  the  law  of  Eng- 
land upon  this  point  before  the  American  Revolution  is  that  of  Chief 
Baron  Comyns,  who,  citing  Rolle's  Abridgment  and  Siderfin's  Reports, 
ubi  supra,  says  that  an  action  upon  the  case  lies  for  a  nuisance,  '•  if  a 
man  dig  a  pit  in  his  land,  so  near  that  m}'  land  falls  into  the  pit ; "  but 
does  not  lie,  "  if  a  man  build  an  house,  and  make  cellars  upon  his  soil, 
whereby  an  house  newly  built  in  an  adjoining  soil  falls  down."  Com. 
Dig.  Action  upon  the  Case  for  a  Nuisance,  A.,  C. 

In  Thurston  v.  Hancock,  12  Mass.  220,  which  was  decided  in  1815, 
and  is  the  leading  American  case  on  this  subject,  the  plaintiff  in  1802 
bought  a  parcel  of  land  upon  Beacon  Hill  in  Boston,  bounded  on  the 
west  by  land  of  the  town  of  Boston  ;  and  in  1804  built  a  brick  dwelling- 
house  thereon,  with  its  rear  two  feet  from  this  boundary,  and  its  founda- 
tion fifteen  feet  below  the  ancient  surface  of  the  land.  The  defendants 
in  1811  took  a  deed  of  the  adjoining  land  from  the  town,  and  began  to 
dig  and  remove  the  earth  therefrom,  and,  though  notified  by  the  plain- 
tiff that  his  house  was  endangered,  continued  to  do  so  to  the  depth  of 
forty-five  feet,  and  within  six  feet  of  the  rear  of  the  plaintiff's  house, 
and  thereby  caused  part  of  the  earth  on  the  surface  of  the  plaintiff's 
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land  to  fall  away  and  slide  upon  the  defendant's  land,  and  rendered  the 
foundations  of  the  plaintiffs  house  insecure,  and  the  occupation  thereof 
dangerous,  so  that  he  was  obliged  to  abandon  it. 

The  court,  after  advisement,  and  upon  a  review  of  the  earlier  Eng- 
lish authorities,  held  that  the  plaintiff  could  recover  for  the  loss  of  or 
injury  to  the  soil  merely,  and  not  for  the  damage  to  the  house ;  and 
Chief  Justice  Parker,  in  delivering  judgment,  said:  "It  is  a  common 
principle  of  the  civil  and  of  the  common  law,  that  the  proprietor  of 
land,  unless  restrained  by  covenant  or  custom,  has  the  entire  dominion, 
not  onl}*  of  the  soil,  but  of  the  space  above  and  below  the  surface,  to 
an}'  extent  he  ma)7  choose  to  occupy  it.  The  law,  founded  upon  prin- 
ciples of  reason  and  common  utility,  has  admitted  a  qualification  to 
this  dominion,  restricting  the  proprietor  so  to  use  his  own,  as  not  to 
injure  the  property  or  impair  any  actual  existing  rights  of  another. 
Sic  utere  tuo  ut  alienum  non  Icedas"  "  But  this  subjection  of  the  use 
of  a  man's  own  property  to  the  convenience  of  his  neighbor  is  founded 
upon  a  supposed  pre-existing  right  in  his  neighbor  to  have  and  enjoy 
the  privilege  which  by  such  act  is  impaired."  12  Mass.  224.  "A 
man,  in  digging  upon  his  own  land,  is  to  have  regard  to  the  position  of 
his  neighbor's  land,  and  the  probable  consequences  to  his  neighbor,  if 
he  digs  too  near  his  line ;  and  if  he  disturbs  the  natural  state  of  the 
soil,  he  shall  answer  in  damages ;  but  he  is  answerable  only  for  the 
natural  and  necessary  consequences  of  his  act,  and  not  for  the  value  of 
a  house  put  upon  or  near  the  line  by  his  neighbor."  "  The  plaintiff 
built  his  house  within  two  feet  of  the  western  line  of  the  lot,  knowing 
that  the  town,  or  those  who  should  hold  under  it,  had  a  right  to  build 
equally  near  to  the  line,  or  to  dig  down  into  the  soil  for  any  other  lawful 
purpose.  He  knew  also  the  shape  and  nature  of  the  ground,  and  that  it 
was  impossible  to  dig  there  without  causing  excavations.  He  built  at 
his  peril ;  for  it  was  not  possible  for  him.  merely  by  building  upon  his 
own  ground,  to  deprive  the  other  party  of  such  use  of  his  as  he  should 
deem  most  advantageous.  There  was  no  right  acquired  by  his  ten 
years'  occupation,  to  keep  his  neighbor  at  a  convenient  distance  from 
him."  "It  is,  in  fact,  damnum  absque  injuria"  12  Mass.  229. 

Upon  the  facts  of  that  case,  it  was  questionable  whether  the  acts  of 
the  defendant  would  not  have  caused  the  falling  away  of  the  plaintiffs 
land  if  no  house  had  been  built  thereon ;  and  yet  the  court  held  the 
plaintiff  not  to  be  entitled  to  recover  anj*  damnges  for  the  fall  of  his 
house,  without  regard  to  the  question  whether  the  weight  of  the  house 
did  or  did  not  contribute  to  the  fall  of  his  soil  into  the  pit  digged  by  the 
defendant.  No  claim  for  like  damages  was  made  in  this  Common- 
wealth until  more  than  forty  years  afterwards,  when  the  decision  in 
Thurston  \.  Hancock  was  followed  and  confirmed.  Foley  v.  Wyeth, 
2  Allen,  131. 

In  Foley  v.  Wyeth,  the  court,  after  stating  that  the  right  of  support 
from  adjoining  soil  for  land  in  its  natural  state  stands  on  natural  justice, 
and  is  essential  to  the  protection  and  enjoyment  of  property  in  the  soil, 
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and  is  a  right  of  property  which  passes  with  the  soil  without  an}-  grant 
for  the  purpose,  said  :  "  It  is  a  necessaiy  consequence  from  this  prin- 
ciple, that  for  any  injury  to  his  soil,  resulting  from  the  removal  of  the 
natural  support  to  which  it  is  entitled,  03*  means  of  excavation  of  an 
adjoining  tract,  the  owner  has  a  legal  remedy  in  an  action  at  law  against 
the  party  by  whom  the  work  has  been  done  and  the  mischief  thereby 
occasioned.  This  does  not  depend  upon  negligence  or  unskilfulness, 
but  upon  the  violation  of  a  right  of  property  which  has  been  invaded 
and  disturbed.  This  unqualified  rule  is  limited  to  injuries  caused  to  the 
land  itself,  and  does  not  afford  relief  for  damages  by  the  same  means 
to  artificial  structures.  For  an  injury  to  buildings,  which  is  unavoida- 
bly incident  to  the  depression  or  slide  of  the  soil  on  which  the}'  stand, 
caused  b}-  the  excavation  of  a  pit  on  adjoining  land,  an  action  can  only 
be  maintained  when  a  want  of  due  care  or  skill,  or  positive  negligence, 
has  contributed  to  produce  it."  2  Allen,  133.  And  it  was  accord- 
ingly adjudged  that,  if  the  defendant  in  that  case,  by  excavating  and 
carrying  away  earth  on  her  own  land,  caused  the  plaintiffs  land  to  fall 
and  sink  into  the  pit  which  she  had  dug,  she  was  liable  for  the  injury 
to  the  soil  of  the  plaintiff;  but  that,  in  the  absence  of  am*  proof  of  neg- 
ligence in  the  execution  of  the  work,  the  juiy  could  not  take  into  con- 
sideration, as  an  element  of  damage  for  which  compensation  could  be 
recovered,  the  fact  that  the  foundation  of  the  plaintiff's  house  had  been 
made  to  crack  and  settle,  although  the  weight  of  his  house  did  not  con- 
tribute to  the  sliding  or  crumbling  away  of  the  soil. 

The  decisions  in  2Jhurston  v.  Hancock  and  Foley  v.  "Wyeth  are  not 
affected  by  those  in  Hartshorn  v.  Worcester,  ]  13  Mass.  Ill,  and  Mars- 
den  v.  Cambridge,  114  Mass.  490,  which  related  to  claims  for  injuries 
done  in  the  making  of  a  highwa}',  and  were  based  upon  the  terms  of 
the  Statutes  upon  that  subject,  and  not  upon  the  rule  of  the  common 
law  governing  proprietors  of  adjoining  lands. 

By  the  modern  authorities  in  Great  Britain,  it  is  clear  that  a  right  to 
the  support  of  a  building  by  adjacent  land  can  arise  only  by  grant  or 
prescription.  Wyatt  v.  Harrison,  3  B.  &  Ad.  871  ;  Partridge  v. 
Scott,  3  M.  &  W.  220  ;  Caledonian  Railway  v.  Sprot,  2  Macq.  449  ; 
Bonomi  v.  Backhouse,  E.,  B.  &  E.  622,  and  9  H.  L.  Cas.  503. 

In  Bonomi  v.  Backhouse,  in  which  an  action  was  maintained  by  an 
owner  of  land  and  of  an  ancient  house,  for  damage  occurring  within 
six  years,  from  the  working  of  coal  mines,  two  hundred  and  eighty 
3-ards  from  the  house,  more  than  six  }"ears  before  the  commencement  of 
the  action,  Mr.  Justice  Willes,  delivering  the  judgment  in  the  Ex- 
chequer Chamber,  which  was  affirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords,  said : 
"  The  right  to  support  of  land  and  the  right  to  support  of  buildings 
stand  upon  different  footings  as  to  the  mode  of  acquiring  them ;  the 
former  being  prima  facie  a  right  of  property  analogous  to  the  flow  of  a 
natural  river,  or  of  air,  though  there  may  be  cases  in  which  it  would  be 
sustained  as  matter  of  grant ;  whilst  the  latter  must  be  founded  upon 
prescription  or  grant,  express  or  implied ;  but  the  character  of  the 
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rights,  when  acquired,  is  in  each  case  the  same."  E.,  B.  &  E.  654, 
655.  And  Lord  Wensleydale  said :  "  I  think  it  perfectly  clear  that  the 
right  in  this  case  was  not  in  the  nature  of  an  easement,  but  that  the 
right  was  to  the  enjoyment  of  his  own  property,  and  that  the  obligation 
was  cast  upon  the  owner  of  the  neighboring  property  not  to  interrupt 
that  enjoyment."  9  H.  L.  Cas.  513. 

The  cases  of  Brown  v.  Robins,  4  H.  &  N.  186 ;  Hunt  v.  Peake, 
H.  R.  V.  Johns.  705,  and  Stroyan  v.  Knowles,  6  H.  &  N.  454,  in 
which  it  was  held  that,  in  an  action  for  causing  soil  to  sink,  which 
would  have  sunk  if  there  had  been  no  building  upon  it,  the  damages 
recovered  might  include  the  injury  to  the  buildings  also,  are  directly 
opposed  to  our  own  cases  of  Thurston  v.  Hancock  and  Foley  v.  Wyeth, 
in  the  latter  of  which  Brown  v.  Robins  was  before  the  court. 

Upon  a  question  of  this  kind,  affecting  all  the  lands  in  the  Common- 
wealth, it  would  be  unjustifiable  and  mischievous  for  the  court  to  change 
a  rule  of  law  which  has  been  established  and  acted  upon  here  for  sixty 
years.  Even  in  England,  it  is  held  that  for  digging  upon  neighboring 
land,  and  thereby  causing  the  plaintiff's  land  to  sink  and  his  building  to 
fall,  although  the  jury  find  that  the  land  would  have  sunk  if  there  had 
been  no  building  upon  it,  yet  no  action  will  lie,  if  no  appreciable  dam- 
age is  proved  to  the  land  without  the  building.  Smith  v.  Thackerah, 
L.  R.  1  C.  P.  564. 

The  weight  of  American  authority  is  in  accordance  with  the  decisions 
of  this  court.  It  has  generally  been  considered  that  for  an  excavation 
causing  an  injury  to  the  soil  in  its  natural  state  an  action  would  lie ; 
but  that,  without  proof  of  a  right  by  grant  or  prescription  in  the  plain- 
tiff, or  of  actual  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  no  action 
would  lie  for  an  injury  to  buildings  by  excavating  adjoining  land  not 
previously  built  upon.  Panton  v.  Holland,  17  Johns.  92  ;  Lasala  v. 
Ilolbrook,  4  Paige,  169;  Hay  v.  Cohoes  Co.,  2  Comst.  159,  162; 
McGuire  v.  Grant,  1  Butcher,  356;  Richart  v.  Scott,  1  "Watts,  460; 
Richardson  v.  Vermont  Central  Railroad,  25  Vt.  465  ;  Beard  v. 
Murphy,  37  Vt.  99, 102  ;  Shrieve  v.  Stokes,  8  B.  Mon.  453  ;  Charless 
\.  Rankin,  22  Mo.  566. 

It  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  owner  of  a  house  can  acquire  by  prescrip- 
tion a  right  to  have  it  supported  by  the  adjoining  land,  inasmuch  as  he 
does  nothing  upon,  and  has  no  use  pf,  that  land,  which  can  be  seen  or 
known  or  interrupted  or  sued  for  by  the  owner  thereof,  and  therefore  no 
assent  of  the  latter  can  be  presumed  to  the  acquirement  of  any  right  in 
his  land  by  the  former.  The  English  cases  are  founded  on  an  analog}* 
to  the  doctrine  of  ancient  lights,  which  is  not  in  force  in  this  country. 
Hide  v.  Thornborough,  2  Car.  &  K.  250,  255,  and  Stansell  v.  Jollard, 
there  cited;  Solomon  v.  Vintners'  Co.,  4  H.  &  N.  585,  599,  602; 
Chasemore  v.  Richards,  1  H.  L.  Cas.  349,  385,  386 ;  Greenleaf  v. 
Francis,  18  Pick.  117,  122;  Seats  v.  Hugo,  115  Mass.  204,  215; 
Richart  v.  Scott,  7  Watts,  460,  462 ;  Napier  v.  JBulwinkle,  5  Rich. 
311,  324.  But  this  case  does  not  require  us  to  determine  that  question, 
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because  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  structures  and  improvements  upon 
the  plaintiffs  land  have  been  there  for  twenty  years. 

Nor  is  it  necessary  to  consider  whether  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  could  enlarge  the  measure  of  his  liability ;  because  the  case 
stated  does  not  find  that  he  was  negligent,  nor  set  out  any  facts  from 
which  actual  negligence  can  be  inferred.  The  cause  of  action  is  that  the 
plaintiff  has  an  absolute  right  to  have  her  soil  stand  in  its  natural  con- 
dition, and  that  any  one  who  injures  that  right  is  a  wrongdoer,  independ- 
ently of  any  question  of  negligence.  Foley  v.  Wyetfi,  2  Allen,  131, 133  ; 
Hay  v.  Cohoes  Co.,  2  Comst.  159,  162  ;  Richardson  \.  Vermont  Cen- 
tral Railroad,  25  Vt.  465,  471 ;  Humphries  v.  Brogden,  12  Q.  B.  739. 

The  fact  that  the  defendant  was  not  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  land 
affords  him  no  exemption.  It  was  never  considered  necessary,  in  an 
action  of  this  kind,  to  allege  that  the  defendant  owned  or  occupied  the 
land  on  which  the  digging  was  done  that  injured  the  plaintiff's  soil. 
Smith  v.  Martin,  2  Saund.  400  and  note;  Nicklin  v.  Williams,  10 
Exch.  259.  Even  an  agent  of  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  land  would 
be  liable  for  his  own  negligence  and  positive  wrongs  :  for  his  principal 
could  not  confer  upon  him  any  authority  to  commit  a  tort  upon  the 
property  or  the  rights  of  another.  Bell  v.  Josselyn,  3  Gray,  309 ; 
Story  on  Agency,  §  311.  And,  upon  the  case  stated,  the  defendant 
appears  not  to  have  been  an  agent  of  the  owner  of  the  land,  but  to  have 
removed  the  soil  therefrom  for  his  own  benefit,  by  permission  of  Gillig- 
han,  who  had  a  like  agreement  with  and  license  from  the  owner ;  and  it 
is  at  least  doubtful  whether  the  owner  of  the  land  could  be  held  respon- 
sible for  the  defendant's  acts.  Gayford  v.  Nicholls,  9  Exch.  702 ; 
Hittiard  v.  Richardson,  3  Gray,  349. 

The  case  finds  that  the  defendant  ceased  his  work  towards  the  end  of 
October,  and  left  the  bank  in  such  a  shape  that  by  the  effect  of  rains 
and  frost  it  was  rendered  insufficient  to  hold  the  soil  of  the  plaintiff  in 
its  natural  condition,  and  began  to  give  way  at  once,  although  the 
plaintiff's  soil  was  not  actually  disturbed  till  the  month  of  March  follow- 
ing. The  necessary  inference  is  that  by  the  operation  of  natural  and 
ordinary  causes  upon  the  land  as  it  was  left  by  the  excavations  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  which  he  took  no  precaution  to  guard  against,  part  of  the 
soil  of  the  plaintiff's  land  slid  and  fell  off;  and  for  the  injury  so  caused 
to  her  soil  this  action  may  be  maintained.  But  she  cannot  maintain  an 
action  for  the  injury  to  her  fences  and  shrubbery,  because  her  natural 
right  and  her  corresponding  remedy  are  confined  to  the  land  itself,  and 
do  not  include  buildings  or  other  improvements  thereon. 

The  remaining  question  is  of  the  measure  of  damages.  The  peculiar 
form  of  the  case  stated,  in  this  respect,  as  might  be  inferred  from  its 
terms,  and  as  was  admitted  at  the  argument,  has  been  occasioned  by 
incorporating  into  it  the  substance  of  the  award  of  an  arbitrator.  It  is 
agreed  that  the  "  damages  occasioned  to  the  plaintiff,  by  loss  of  and 
injury  to  her  soil  alone,  caused  by  the  acts  of  the  defendant,  amount  to 
ninety- five  dollars."  We  are  of  opinion  that  she  is  entitled  to  recover 
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that  sum,  and  no  more.  She  is  clearly  not  entitled  to  recover  the  cost 
of  putting  her  land  into  and  maintaining  it  in  its  former  condition, 
because  that  is  no  test  of  the  amount  of  the  injury.  Me  Guire  v.  Grant, 
1  Butcher,  356.  She  cannot  recover  the  difference  in  market  value, 
because  it  does  not  appear  that  that  difference  is  wholly  due  to  the 
injury  to  her  natural  right  in  the  land  ;  it  may  depend  upon  the  present 
shape  of  the  lot,  upon  the  improvements  thereon,  or  upon  other  artifi- 
cial circumstances  which  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  natural  condition 
of  the  soil.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  $95. l 
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SHURY  v.  PIGOT. 

KING'S  BENCH.     1626. 

[Reported  3  Eulst.  339.] 

IN  an  action  upon  the  case,  for  stopping  of  a  watercourse,  which  had 
used  to  have  its  current  from  such  a  place,  through  such  a  place,  and 
so  to  come  into  the  plaintiffs  yard,  and  there  to  fill  and  supply  a  pond 
with  water,  for  the  necessary  watering  of  his  cattle,  the  defendant  hath 
erected  a  stone  wall,  and  so  hath  stopped  this,  that  the  plaintiff  wanted 
his  water,  and  was  by  this  damnified. 

The  defendant  pleaded  in  bar,  a  unity  of  possession  in  the  land  of 
the  house,  and  place  to  which,  and  of  the  land  through  which,  and  of 
other  land,  of  which,  &c. 

The  only  question  moved,  and  insisted  upon  was,  whether  this  unity 
of  possession  will  extinguish  this  watercourse,  or  not. 

This  case  was  argued  at  the  bar,  and  much  debated,  and  for  further 
argument,  the  same  was  adjourned  to  another  time. 

Afterwards  (S.)  Terrain.  Mich.  2  Car.  R.  B.  R.  this  case  was  moved 
again,  and  urged,  that  by  this  unit}'  of  possession,  the  watercourse  is 
not  extinguished;  and  for  this  purpose,  Coke,  4  pars.,  Terringham's 

1  On  the  obligation  to  use  care  in  excavating  so  as  not  to  cause  damage  unneces- 
sarily to  a  neighbor's  house,  although  it  has  no  right  of  support,  see  Peyton  v.  Mayor  of 
London,  9  B.  &  C.  725  ;  Dodd  v.  Holme,  1  A.  &  E.  493 ;  Chadwick  v.  Trower,  6  Bing. 
X.  C.  1  ;  Austin  v.  Hudson  River  R.  R.  Co.,  25  N.  Y.  334  ;  Shafer  v.  Wilson,  44 
ild.  268  ;  Gale,  Easem.  248-266. 

On  the  right  to  withdraw  subjacent  water,  see  Elliot  v.  N.  East.  R.  Co.,  10  H.  L.  C. 
333  ;  Popplewell  v.  Hodkinson,  L.  R.  4  Ex.  248  ;  Horner  v.  Watson,  79  Pa.  242. 

On  the  question  when  the  right  to  damages  accrues,  see  Backhouse  v.  Bonomi, 
9  H.  L.  C.  503  ;  Lamb  v.  Waker,  3  Q.  B.  D.  389  ;  Mitchell  v.  Darlcy  Main  Colliery 
Co.,  14  Q.  B.  D.  125  ;  11  Ap.  Cas.  127. 

On  the  right  of  support  generally,  see  1  Am.  Law  Rev.  1. 

VOL.  II.  —  7 
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Case;  14  H.  4,  fol.  7,  profit  apprender  extinct  by  unit}* ;  21  E.  3,  fol.  2, 
a  way  extinct  by  unit}* ;  35  H.  6,  fol.  55,  56.  a  warren  not  extinct 
by  unity;  he  ma}-  hawk  in  his  own  land,  16  Eli/.  Dyer.  fol.  326;  13 
Eliz.  Dyer.  fol.  295;  11  H.  7,  fol.  25,  the  case  of  the  gutter  not  extinct 
by  unity,  as  it  was  urged  ;  Terminum.  Hillar.  36  Eliz.  B.  R.  Rott.  1332, 
a  case  between  Herneden  and  Crowch  was  urged,  that  service  of  en- 
closure, extinct  by  unity  ;  and  39  Eliz.  ;  Harrington's  Case  was  urged, 
in  which  it  was  adjudged,  that  service  of  enclosure  shall  be  extinct  by 
unity  of  possession,  and  not  to  be  afterwards  revived. 

Hillar.  4,  Jac.  B.  R.  Jonrden  against  Attwood,  the  case  of  a  way  ad- 
judged to  be  extinct  by  unity,  as  it  was  urged,  and  not  to  be  revived  ; 
24  E.  3,  fol.  25,  common  extinct  by  unity. 

11  H.  4,  fol.  5,  a  way  extinct  by  unity. 

DODDERIDGE,  J.  If  J.  have  a  mill,  and  a  watercourse  unto  it,  he 
sells  the  land,  he  shall  not  stop  the  water,  being  matter  of  necessity, 
and  not  like  unto  the  case  of  the  way ;  therefore  not  to  be  extinct  by 
unity,  because  of  necessity,  and  the  same  hath  a  continual  running. 

The  reason  of  the  case  of  enclosure  urged  is,  because  the  prescription 
there  was  interrupted,  and  therefore  all  gone,  and  extinct ;  and  so  it 
was  adjudged,  3  Jac. 

The  whole  court  at  this  time  seemed  to  be  clear  of  opinion,  that  the 
watercourse  here,  was  not  extinct,  by  the  unity  of  possession,  there 
being  a  great  difference  between  this  case  and  the  case  of  the  way. 

"\YIIITLOCK,  J.  The  course  of  a  spring,  is  a  natural  course  and  cur- 
rent, and  to  stop  this,  may  be  a  nuisance  to  the  Commonwealth,  and  a 
private  wrong. 

Afterwards,  this  case  was  argued  at  large  by  all  the  four  judges 
(Terrain.  Mich.  2  Car.  R.  B.  R.),  who  all  agreed  in  opinion,  that  judg- 
ment ought  to  be  given  for  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  watercourse  in 
this  case  is  not  extinct,  by  the  unity  of  possession. 

1.  WHITLOCK,  J.     There  is  a  difference  between  a  way,  a  common, 
and  a  watercourse.     Bracton,  lib.  4,  f.  221,  222,  calls  them  servitutes 
prcediales,  these  which  begin  by  private  right,  by  prescription,  by  as- 
sent, as  a  way  common,  being  a  particular  benefit,  to  take  part  of  the 
profits  of  the  land ;  this  extinct  by  unity,  because  the  greater  benefit 
shall  drown  the  less  ;  a  watercourse  doth  not  begin  by  prescription,  nor 
yet  by  assent,  but  the  same  doth  begin  ex  jure  natures,  having  taken 
this  course  naturally,  and  cannot  be  averted. 

2.  JOXES,  J.     This  watercourse  is  not  extinct  by  the  unity  of  posses- 
sion, the  same  being  a  thing  which  ariseth  out  of  the  land,  and  no  in- 
terest at  all,  by  this  claimed  in  the  land,  but  quod  currere  solebat,  this 
way.  and  so  to  have  continuance  of  this. 

3.  DODDERIDGE,  J.     Agreed  herein,  that  this  watercourse  is  not  ex- 
tinct by  the  unity  of  possession. 

1.  Because  the  nature  of  this  is  to  be  current. 

2.  Because  it  is  also  a  thing  of  necessity,  for  the  watering  of  cattle, 
and  a  thing  which  of  necessity  is  to  have  continuance,  the  same  not  to 


TENANT   V.   GOLD  WIN.  99 

be  extinct  by  a  unity  of  possession,  as  common  appendant,  to  arable 
land,  for  cattle  of  the  plough,  and  because  appendant  unto  ancient 
arable  land,  (S)  Hyde  and  Gaigne,  to  be  only  for  cattle,  (S)  chivalls 
et  beofes,  for  to  plough  the  land,  and  for  kine,  and  sheep,  for  to  corn- 
pester  the  land. 

As  to  the  case  of  waj's,  if  the}r  are  private  ways,  the}7  are  extinct  by  a 
unity  of  possession,  but  not  so,  if  they  be  ways  of  necessity  ;  as  to  the 
church  or  to  the  market  ;  and  so  was  Popham's  opinion  in  his  time,  upon 
this  difference,  where  a  way  shall  be  extinct,  and  where  not,  by  a  unity 
of  possession. 

The  case  of  the  watercourse  is  upon  the  like  reason. 

11  H.  7,  fol.  25.  A  notable  case  there  of  the  gutter,  the  reason  there 
given,  because  matter  of  necessity,  where  one  had  a  gutter  running 
within  the  tenement  of  another  ;  both  purchase  the  tenement,  the  gutter 
remains,  not  extinct,  this  being  as  necessary  as  it  was  before. 

2.  Another  reason  may  be  drawn  from  the  nature  of  water,  the  which 
will  naturally  descend,  and  will  make  a  way  for  its  passage,  if  stopped  ; 
it  is  not  possible  to  have  such  to  be  extinct  by  a  unity  of  possession. 

Coke,  4  pars.  LuttrelVs  Case,  of  the  Mill,  and  the  Case  of  the  Dye- 
house,  no  mill  nor  dye-house  can  subsist  without  water. 

CREW,  C.  J.,  agreed  herein,  that  this  watercourse  is  not  extinct  by 
the  unity  of  possession  ;  this  case  differs  from  the  case  of  the  way,  and 
common  appendant. 

Coke,  4,  pars.  fol.  38,  in  Tirringham'  s  Case.  3.  Resolved,  that  a 
common  appendant  is  extinct  by  a  unit}'  of  possession  ;  and  so  it  is, 
of  every  profit  which  one  hath  out  of  land,  and  so  is  24  E.  3,  fol.  25. 

The  whole  court  agreed  in  the  principal  case,  that  the  watercourse 
was  not  extinct  by  the  unit}7  of  possession  ;  and  accordingly  by  the  rule 
of  the  court  (the  defendant's"  plea  in  bar  being  not  good), 

Judgiftent  was  given  for  the  plaintiff'.1 


TENANT  v.   GOLDWIN. 
KING'S  BENCH.     1704. 

[Reported  1  Salic.  360.] 

IN  an  action  on  the  case  the  plaintiff  declared,  that  he  was  possessed 
of  a  messuage,  and  in  a  cellar,  part  thereof,  was  wont  to  lay  coals, 
beer,  &c.  :  That  the  cellar  joined  to  the  defendant's  messuage  ;  and  by 
a  wall  which  the  defendant  debuit  reparare  was  separated  and  defended 
from  the  defendant's  privy,  and  that  for  want  of  repairing  this  wall, 
foedidates  &  sordida  suricce  prcedict.  in  cellarium  ipsius  que.  fluebant, 
<&c.  There  was  judgment  by  default,  and  damages  upon  the  writ  of 
inquiry:  And,  upon  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  HOLT,  C.  J.,  was 
at  first  of  opinion,  that,  the  defendant  being  a  tertenant,  the  plaintiff 

1  s.  C.  sub  nom.  Sury  v.  Pigot,  Pop.  166,  at  greater  length. 
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could  not  put  a  charge  upon  him  without  showing  a  special  title.  Upon 
this  it  was  afterwards  argued,  that  there  have  been  cases  where  the 
plaintiff  has,  by  a  de  jure  debuit  <&  consuevit,  charged  the  defendant 
rvi'ii  where  a  ^tertejiajit.  Sands  and  Trefuses,  1  Cro.  575.  In  the 
case  of  a  watercourse,  3  Lev.  266.  In  the  case  of  a  way,  1  Lut.  119. 
And  that  it  is  not  necessary  in  an}'  case  for  the  plaintiff  to  show  a  title 
where  the  defendant  is  liable  of  common  right.  Thus  it  is  not  requisite 
in  an  assize  for  a  rent-service,  or  for  common  appurtenant  to  make 
title  even  against  the  tertenant ;  aliter  of  an  assize  for  a  rent-charge  or 
common  in  gross,  unless  the  assize  be  against  the  pernor  of  the  profits. 
32  H.  6,  15  a,  35  H.  6,  7  b.  So  of  all  charges  by  act  in  law,  as 
against  a  parish  for  not  repairing  a  highway ;  otherwise  if  against  a 
private  person :  That  the  flowing  of  this  filth  was  an  actual  trespass, 
like  the  case  of  6  E.  4,  7. ;  Fitz.  Tres.  110 :  And  that  even*  man  ought 
to  use  and  keep  his  own,  so  as  not  to  damnify  his  neighbor.  That  one 
man  might  compel  another  to  repair  his  house,  in  several  cases.  Two 
joint-tenants  of  a  house,  one  may  have  a  writ  de  reparatione  facienda 
against  the  other ;  and  the  writ  supposes  quod  ad  reparationem  t& 
sustentationem  domiis  tenetur :  Aliter  of  a  wood  and  fence  ;  Mo.  374  ; 
11  Co.  82  b ;  2  Inst.  403  ;  Reg.  153  b ;  F.  N.  B.  127.  So  if  H.  has  a 
house  near  another's,  which  he  will  not  repair,  a  writ  de  domo  repa- 
randa  lies,  and  supposes  quod  reparare  debet.  Note  :  The  writ  is  good 
without  solet;  Reg.  153  b,  F.  N.  B.  127  c,  d;  Reg.  153  b;  1  Inst. 
56  b.  One  man  has  the  upper  part  of  a  house,  another  the  lower;  Kelw. 
98  b.  Towards  the  end  of  the  term,  the  Chief  Justice  called  for  the 
postea,  and  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff.  He  did  not  approve  of  the 
case  in  Kelw.  98  b,  and  thought  the  writ  in  F.  N.  B.  127  b,  must  be 
founded  upon  the  particular  custom  of  places.  The  reason  be  gave  for 
his  judgment  in  the  principal  case  was,  because  it  was  the  defendant's 
wall  and  the  defendant's  filth,  and  he  was  bound  of  common  right  to 
keep  his  wall  so  as  his  filth  might  not  damnif}'  his  neighbor ;  and  that 
it  was  a  trespass  on  his  neighbor,  as  if  his  beasts  should  escape,  or  one 
should  make  a  great  heap  on  the  border  of  his  ground,  and  it  should 
tumble  and  roll  down  upon  his  neighbor's.  That  the  case  might  indeed 
possibly  be  such,  that  the  defendant  might  not  be  bound  to  repair;  as 
if  the  plaintiff  made  a  new  cellar  under  the  defendant's  old  privy,  or  in 
n  vac-ant  piece  of  ground  which  lay  next  the  old  privy  before,  in  such 
case  the  plaintiff  must  defend  himself:  But  that  cannot  be  the  case 
here,  for  then  he  could  not  be  bound  to  repair ;  and  upon  the  words 
t/<  f'ft  reparare,  he  must  be  acquitted  upon  the  trial.  But,  on  the  other 
side,  if  A.  has  two  houses,  and  the  house  of  office  on  the  one  is  con- 
tiguous to  the  cellar  of  the  other,  but  defended  by  a  wall,  and  he  sells 
this  house  with  the  house  of  office,  the  vendee  must  repair  the  wall ;  so 
if  he  keeps  this  and  sells  the  other,  he  himself  must  repair  the  wall  of 
the  house  of  office  ;  for  he  whose  dirt  it  is  must  keep  it  that  it  may  not 
trespass.  Salkeld  pro  quer.  Southouse  pro  def,1 

1  See  Ballard  v.  Tomlinsm,  29  Ch.  Div.  115. 
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WILLIAMS   v.   MORLAND. 

KING'S  BENCH.     1824. 

[Reported  2  B.  &  C.  910.] 

DECLARATION  stated,  that  the  plaintiff,  before  the  committing  of  the 
grievances  thereinafter  mentioned,  was  lawfully  possessed  of  a  mes- 
suage or  dwelling-house,  lands,  and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances, 
and  by  reason  thereof  of  right  ought  to  have  had  and  enjoyed,  and  still 
of  right  ought  to  have  and  enjoy,  the  benefit  and  advantage  of  the  water 
of  a  stream,  called  the  Lee  river,  and  which  during  all  that  time  of 
right  ought  to  have  run  and  flowed,  and  until  the  committing  of  the 
grievances  thereinafter  mentioned,  of  right  had  run  and  flowed,  and  still 
of  right  ought  to  run  and  flow,  unto  and  past  the  lands  and  premises  of 
the  plaintiff,  for  supplying  the  same  with  water  ;  }'jet  the  defendant, 
well  knowing  the  premises,  but  contriving,  &c.,  heretofore,  and  whilst 
the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  the  tenements,  with  the  appurtenances,  to 
wit,  on,  &c.,  at,  &c.,  wrongfully  and  injuriously  erected  and  made  a 
certain  pent-stock,  dam,  or  floodgate,  in  and  across  the  said  stream, 
higher  in  the  said  stream  than  the  tenements  of  the  plaintiff,  and  wrong- 
full}'  and  injurious!}-  widened  and  enlarged  a  certain  other  pent-stock, 
dam,  or  floodgate,  then  being  in  and  across  the  said  stream,  higher  in 
the  said  stream  than  the  lands  and  premises  of  the  plaintiff,  and  kept 
and  continued  the  said  first-mentioned  pent-stock,  dam,  or  floodgate  so 
erected  and  made,  and  the  said  other  pent-stock,  dam,  or  floodgate  so 
widened,  enlarged  and  altered  respectivel}-,  in  and  across  the  said 
stream,  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  from  thence  hitherto,  and  there- 
by unlawfully  and  wrongfully  prevented  the  water  of  the  stream^  from 
running  and  flowing  along  its  usual  and  regular  course,  and  in  its  usual 
calm,  moderate,  and  smooth  manner,  unto  and  pa^tr  the  lands  -and  prem- 
ises  of  the  plaintiff,  as  the  same  otherwise  would  have  done,  and  there  by 
the  water  of  the  gtraoiTr-r<«mnri  floworl  in  ft  different  flirPP*1'^"  ™  ^nn- 
nel,  and  with  much  greater  force  and  increased  violence  and  impetuosity, 
unto  and  against  the  banks  n"nrl  prPTnigp«.-o£-fhP 


mined,  wasiuid__away_,damaged,  and  destro}-ed  the  banks  of  the  land* 
of  thes'vpiftwti£^_  &c.  Tlie  second  count  stated,  that  the  defendant 
wrongfully  and  injuriously  stopped,  hindered,  and  prevented  the  water 
of  the  stream  from  running  or  flowing  unto  and  past  the  tenements  of 
the  plaintiff,  along  its  usual  or  regular  course,  and  in  its  usual  calm  and 
smooth  manner,  as  the  same  otherwise  would  have  done,  and  also  wrong- 
fully and  injuriously  caused  the  water  of  the  stream  to  run  and  flow  in 
another  direction  with  much  greater  force,  violence,  and  impetuosit}-, 
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than  it  of  right  ought  to  have  and  would  have  done,  in  and  against  the 
lands  and  premises  of  the  plaintiff,  and  thereby  the  banks  and  other 
parts  of  the  lands  and  premises,  &c.  were  damaged  (as  in  the  last 
count).  Plea,  not  guilt)*.  At  the  trial  before  Graham,  B.,  at  the  last 
Summer  Assizes  for  the  county  of  Kent,  the  jur}*  found  that  no  damage 
had  been  done  to  the  plaintiff's  banks  or  lands  either  by  the  pent-stock 
set  up,  or  that  which  was  enlarged,  but  that  their  bad  condition  was 
owing  to  the  plaintiff's  neglect  to  repair  them ;  and  they  added,  that 
they  thought  the  defendant  should  not  stop  the  water  in  the  summer- 
time. It  was  then  insisted,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled,  upon  this 
finding,  to  a  verdict,  because  the  defendant  had  stopped  the  water  from 
coming  to  the  plaintiffs  premises  in  the  summer-time.  But  the  learned 
judge  was  of  opinion,  that  inasmuch  as  the  plaintiff,  in  his  declaration, 
did  not  complain  that  he  was  deprived  of  a  supply  of  water,  but  that 
the  natural  course  of  the  stream  was  altered,  and  that  the  water  was 
caused  to  flow  with  greater  impetuosity  against  his  lands,  whereby  his 
banks  were  injured  ;  and  as  the  juiy  had  found  that  the  banks  were  not 
injured  from  such  flowing  of  the  water,  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a 
verdict.  Libert}-,  however,  was  reserved  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to 
enter  a  verdict,  With  nominal  damages.  A  rule  nisi  having  been  ob- 
tained for  that  purpose  in  last  Michaelmas  Term, 

Marryat  and  Holland  were  to  have  shown  cause,  but  the  court  called 
upon 

Chitty,  in  support  of  the  rule. 

BAYLEY,  J.  I  think  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  discharged.  My  judg- 
ment in  this  case  is  founded  on  the  nature  of  flowing  water,  and  the 
manner  in  which  an  exclusive  right  to  it  is  obtained.  Flowing  water  is 
originally  publiclj uris.  So  soon  as  it  is  appropriated  by  an  individual, 
his  right  is  co-extensive  with  the  beneficial  use  to  which  he  appro- 
priates it.  Subject  to  that  right  all  the  rest  of  the  water  remains 
publici  juris.  The  party  who  obtains  a  right  to  the  exclusive  en- 
joyment of  the  water  does  so  in  derogation  of  the  primitive  right  of 
the  public.  Now  if  this  be  the  true  character  of  the  right  to  water, 
a  party  complaining  of  the  breach  of  such  a  right  ought  to  show  that  he 
is  prevented  from  having  water  which  he  has  acquired  a  right  to  use 
for  some  beneficial  purpose.  Here  the  declaration  states  a  right  to  the 
use  of  this  water  at  all  times ;  but  still,  if  the  plaintiff  had  as  much 
water  as  could  be  necessary  for  his  purposes,  the  defendant  would 
have  been  guilt}*  of  no  wrong,  by  preventin  ^additional  water  from 
coming  to  the  plaintiff's  premises.  The  gravamen  of  the  plaintiff's 
complaint  in  his  declaration  is,  not  that  the  defendant  prevented  him 
from  having  the  quantity  which  had  formerly  flowed  to  his  premises, 
but  that  the  defendant  prevented  the  water  of  the  stream  from  flowing 
along  its  usual  course,  in  its  usual,  calm,  moderate,  and  smooth  manner 
unto  the  plaintiff's  lands,  and  that  his  banks  were  injured  by  the  im- 
petuous manner  in  which  it  was  caused  to  flow,  by  the  act  of  the  defend- 
ant. Now  the  jury  have  found,  that  the  banks,  &c.,  were  not  injured 
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bj-  the  manner  in  winch  the  water  flowed ;  and  that  being  so,  it  appears 
that  the  plaintiff  has  not  sustained  the  injury  complained  of  in  the 
declaration,  and  therefore  the  verdict  is  properly  entered  for  the 
defendant. 

HOLROYD,  J.  I  think  the  verdict  was  properly  entered  for  the  de- 
fendant in  this  case.  Running  water  is  not  in  its  nature  private  prop- 
erty. At  least  it  is  private  property  no  longer  than  it  remains  on  the 
soil  of  the  person  claiming  it.  Before  it  came  there,  it  clearly  was 
not  his  property,  It  may,  perhaps,  become,  quasi,  the  propert}' 
of  another  before  it  comes  upon  his  premises,  by  reason  of  his  hav- 
ing appropriated  to  himself  the  use  of  the  water  accustomed  to  flow 
through  his  lands  before  any  other  person  had  acquired  a  prior  right  to 
it.  Thus  in  Bealey  v.  Shaio,  6  East,  208,  the  defendants  or  those 
under  whom  they  claimed  had  appropriated  to  themselves  a  quantity  of 
the  flowing  water  of  the  River  Irwell,  sufficient  for  the  purposes  of  work- 
ing their  mill.  The  plaintiff  afterwards  erected  premises  lower  down 
the  stream,  and  appropriated  to  himself  the  surplus  water  for  the  use 
of  his  works.  Four  years  after  the  plaintiff  had  erected  his  works,  the 
defendants  widened  their  sluice,  so  that  nearly  double  the  quantity  of 
water  was  drawn  from  the  stream,  and  the  plaintiffs  works  were  there- 
by materiall}'  impeded.  It  was  held  in  that  case,  that  although  the 
defendants  might  originally  have  appropriated  the  whole  water  to  them- 
selves, yet  they  could  not  do  so  after  the  plaintiff'  had  appropriated  the 
residue  of  the  unappropriated  water  to  himself.  If  the  plaintiff,  there- 
fore, in  this  case,  had  shown  in  his  declaration  a  right  to  the  unappro- 
priated water  of  the  stream,  and  had  alleged  as  the  ground  of  his 
complaint  that  he  had  been  deprived  of  the  use  of  that  surplus  water, 
he  might  then  have  been  entitled  to  a  verdict.  But  the  present  decla- 
ration is  framed  to  meet  a  different  case  from  that  now  relied  upon. 
The  gravamen  of  the  complaint  is  not  that  the  water  was  prevented  by 
the  act  of  the  defendant  from  coming  down  to  the  plaintiffs  premises, 
and  that  he  was  injured  b}-  the  want  of  water,  but  that  it,  in  fact,  flowed 
in  a  more  impetuous  manner,  and  thereb}"  damaged  the  plaintiff's 
banks ;  but  the  jury  have  found  that  no  damage  has  been  done  to  the 
plaintiff's  bank,  by  the  manner  in  which  the  water  was  caused  to  flow 
by  the  act  of  the  defendant.  The  jury  have,  therefore,  found  against 
the  plaintiff  in  respect  of  the  right  of  action  which  he  claims.  The 
mere  obstruction  of  the  water  which  had  been  used  to  flow  through  his 
lands  does  not  df  itself  give  any  right  of  action.  In  order  to  entitle 
himself  to  recover,  he  should  show  the  loss  of  some  benefit,  or  the  dete- 
rioration of  the  value  of  the  premises. 

LITTLEDALE,  J.  I  think  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  have  the 
verdict  entered  for  him  in  this  case.  The  first  count  does  not  allege 
that  the  plaintiff  was  deprived  of  any  benefit  to  which  he  was  entitled, 
but  that  his  banks  were  injured  by  reason  of  the  water  having  been 
caused  to  flow  in  an  impetuous  manner.  The  jury  have  found  that  his 
banks  were  not  thereby  injured,  and  therefore  the  proof  has  not  sup- 
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ported  that  count.  The  second  count  does  not  allege  that  the  plaintiff 
was  deprived  of  the  use  of  the  water,  but  that  the  defendant  wrongfully 
prevented  the  water  from  flowing  past  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff  along 
its  usual  course,  in  its  usual  calm  and  smooth  manner,  as  the  same 
ought  to  have  done,  and  that  his  lands  were  thereby  injured.  It  is 
true,  that  in  trespass  for  a  wrongful  entry  into  the  land  of  another,  u 
damage  is  presumed  to  have  been  sustained,  though  no  pecuniary 
damage  be  actually  proved.  So  in  the  case  of  an  action  for  the  ob- 
struction of  a  right  of  common,  or  a  right  of  way,  any  obstruction  of 
that  right,  is  a  sufficient  cause  of  action.  The  doing  of  any  act 
calculated  to  injure  that  right  is  a  sufficient  ground  of  action,  but, 
generally  speaking,  there  must  be  a  temporal  loss  or  damage  accru- 
ing from  the  wrongful  act  of  another,  in  order  to  entitle  a  party  to 
maintain  an  action  on  the  case.  Now,  assuming  that  the  stopping  of 
the  water  was  a  wrongful  act  of  the  defendant,  has  the  plaintiff  thereby 
sustained  any  temporal  loss  or  damage?  He  alleges  that  he  has  sus- 
tained a  damage,  by  his  banks  having  been  injured  in  consequence  of 
the  water  flowing  in  a  more  impetuous  manner.  He  does  not  allege 
that  he  has  sustained  any  damage  by  the  actual  loss  of  the  water.  The 
jury  have  found  that  he  has  not  sustained  the  damage  alleged ;  and, 
therefore,  they  have  negatived  the  ground  of  action  stated  in  his  decla- 
ration. Water  is  of  that  peculiar  nature,  that  it  is  not  sufficient  to 
allege  in  a  declaration,  that  the  defendant  prevented  the  water  from 
flowing  to  the  plaintiff's  premises.  The  plaintiff  must  state  an  actual 
damage  accruing  from  the  want  of  the  water.  The  mere  right  to  use 
the  water  does  not  give  a  party  such  a  property  in  the  new  water  con- 
stantly coming,  as  to  make  the  diversion  or  obstruction  of  the  water, 
per  se,  give  him  any  right  of  action.  All  the  king's  subjects  have  a 
right  to  the  use  of  flowing  water,  provided  that,  in  using  it,  they  do  no 
injury  to  the  rights  already  vested  in  another  by  the  appropriation  of 
the  water.  Rule  discharged.1 


ACTON   v.   BLUNDELL. 

EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER.     1843. 

[Reported  12  M.  &  W.  324.] 

TINDAL,  C.  J.2  The  question  raised  before  us  on  this  bill  of  excep- 
tions is  one  of  equal  novelty  and  importance.  The  plaintiff  below,  who 
is  also  the  plaintiff  in  error,  in  his  action  on  the  case,  declared  in  the 
first  count  for  the  disturbance  of  his  right  to  the  water  of  certain  under- 
ground springs,  streams,  and  watercourses,  which,  as  he  alleged,  ought 
of  right  to  run,  flow,  and  percolate  into  the  closes  of  the  plaintiff,  for 

1  See  Mtuon  v.  Hill,  5  B.  &  Ad.  1. 

2  The  case  is  sufficieutly  stated  in  the  opinion. 
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supplying  certain  mills  with  water ;  and  in  the  second  count  for  the 
draining  off  the  water  of  a  certain  spring  or  well  of  water  in  a  certain 
close  of  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  the  possession  of  which  close,  as  he 
alleged,  he  ought  of  right  to  have  the  use,  benefit,  and  enjoyment  of 
the  water  of  the  said  spring  or  well  for  the  convenient  use  of  his  close. 
The  defendants  by  their  pleas  traversed  the  rights  in  the  manner 
alleged  in  those  counts  respectively.  At  the  trial  the  plaintiff  proved, 
that,  within  twenty  years  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  viz. 
in  the  latter  end  of  1821,  a  former  owner  and  occupier  of  certain  land 
and  a  cotton-mill,  now  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  had  suiikjincLmade_  in 
such  land  a  well  for  raising  water  forthejworking  of  the  mill ;  and  that 
the  defendants/in  the  year  1837,  had  sunk  a  coal-pit  in  the  land  of  one 
of  the  defendants  at-about  three-quarters  of  a  mile  fronT  the  plaintiff's 
well,  and  about  t.hrpp  ypm-a  nftpr  gunk  n.  sppnnd_jrt_a__somewhat  less 
distance  ;  thg^  consequence  of  which  sinkings  was,  that,  by  the  first,  the 
supply  of  w?tter__wflf[_noTiaidRrah1y  diminished,  and  by  the  second  was 
rendered  altogether  insufficient  for  the  purposes  of  the  miltr-^The 
learned  judgej)efpre  whom  the  cause  was  tried  directed  the  jury,  that, 
if  the  defendants  bad  proceeded_and  acted  in  the  usual  and  proper 
manner  on  the  land,  for  the  purpose  of  working  andwinning  a  coal- 

mine  t.linrpin^  thpy  might,  lawfully  rlr>  sr>;  and  that,  the  pi aintifTs_ evidence^ 

was  not  sufficient  to  support  the  allegations  in  his  declaration  as 
traversed  by  the  second  and  third  pleas.  Against  this  direction  of  the 
judge  the  counsel,  for  the  plaintiff  tendered  the  bill  of  exceptions  which 
has  been  argued  before  us.  And  after  hearing  such  argument^  and 
consideration  of  the  case,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  direction  of  the 
learned"  judge  was"correct  in  point  of  law. 

The  question  argued  before  us  has  been  in  substance  this :  whether 
the  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  an  underground  spring,  or  of  a  well  sup- 
plied by  such  underground  spring,  is  governed  by  the  same  rule  of  law 
as  that  which  applies  to,  and  regulates,  a  watercourse  flowing  on  the 
surface. 

The  rule  of  law  which  governs  the  enjoyment  of  a  stream  flowing  in 
its  natural  course  over  the  surface  of  land  belonging  to  different  pro- 
prietors is  well  established ;  each  proprietor  of  the  land  has  a  right  to 
the  advantage  of  the  stream  flowing  in  its  natural  course  over  his  land, 
to  use  the  same  as  he  pleases,  for  an}-  purposes  of  his  own,  not  incon- 
sistent with  a  similar  right  in  the  proprietors  of  the  land  above  or 
below ;  so  that,  neither  can  any  proprietor  above  diminish  the  quantity 
or  injure  the  quality  of  the  water  which  would  otherwise  naturally  de- 
scend, nor  can  any  proprietor  below  throw  back  the  water  without  the 
license  or  the  grant  of  the  proprietor  above.  The  law  is  laid  down  in 
those  precise  terms  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  the  case  of 
Mason  v.  Hill,  5  B.  &  Ad.  1  ;  2  Nev.  &  M.  747,  and  substantial!}'  is 
declared  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  in  the  case  of  Wright  v.  Howard,  1 
S.  &  S.  190,  and  such  we  consider  a  correct  exposition  of  the  law. 
And  if  the  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  underground  springs,  or  to  a  well 
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supplied  thereby,  is  to  be  governed  by  the  same  law,  then  undoubtedly 
tin-  defendants  could  not  justify  the  sinking  of  the  coal-pits,  and  the 
direction  given  by  the  learned  judge  would  be  wrong. 

But  we  think,  on  considering  the  grounds  and  origin  of  the  law  which 
is  held  to  govern  running  streams,  the  consequences  which  would  result 
if  the  same  law  is  made  applicable  to  springs  beneath  the  surface,  and, 
lastly,  the  authorities  to  be  found  in  the  books,  so  far  as  any  inference 
can  be  drawn  from  them  bearing  on  the  point  now  under  discussion, 
that  there  is  a  marked  and  substantial  difference  between  the  two  cases, 
and  that  they  are  not  to  be  governed  b}'  the  same  rule  of  law. 

The  ground  and  origin  of  the  law  which  governs  streams  running  in 
their  natural  course  would  seem  to  be  this,  that  the  right  enjoyed  b}' 
the  several  proprietors  of  the  lands  over  which  they  flow  is,  and  always 
has  been,  public  and  notorious  :  that  the  enjoyment  has  been  long  con- 
tinued—  in  ordinary  cases,  indeed,  time  out  of  mind  —  and  uninter- 
rupted ;  each  man  knowing  what  he  receives  and  what  has  alwa\-s  been 
received  from  the  higher  lands,  and  what  he  transmits  and  what  has 
always  been  transmitted  to  the  lower.  The  rule,  therefore,  either 
assumes  for  its  foundation  the  implied  assent  and  agreement  of  the 
proprietors  of  the  different  lands  from  all  ages,  or  perhaps  it  may  be 
considered  as  a  rule  of  positive  law  (which  would  seem  to  be  the  opin- 
ion of  Fleta  and  of  Blackstone),  the  origin  of  which  is  lost  by  the  pro- 
gress of  time  ;  or  it  may  not  be  unfitly  treated,  as  laid  down  by  Mr. 
Justice  Story,  in  his  judgment  in  the  case  of  Tyler  v.  Wilkinson,  4 
Mason's  (American)  Reports,  401,  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States, 
as  "an  incident  to  the  land  ;  and  that  whoever  seeks  to  found  an  exclu- 
sive use  must  establish  a  rightful  appropriation  in  some  manner  known 
and  admitted  by  the  law."  But  in  the  case  of  a  well  sunk  by  a  pro- 
prietor in  his  own  land,  the  water  which  feeds  it  from  a  neighboring 
soil  does  not  flow  openly  in  the  sight  of  the  neighboring  proprietor,  but 
through  the  hidden  veins  of  the  earth  beneath  its  surface  :  no  man  can 
tell  what  changes  these  underground  sources  have  undergone  in  the 
progress  of  time  :  it  may  well  be,  that  it  is  only  yesterday's  date,  that 
they  first  took  the  course  and  direction  which  enabled  them  to  supph* 
the  well :  again,  no  proprietor  knows  what  portion  of  water  is  taken 
from  beneath  his  own  soil :  how  much  he  gives  originally,  or  how  much 
he  transmits  only,  or  how  much  he  receives :  on  the  contrary,  until  the 
well  is  sunk,  and  the  water  collected  by  draining  into  it,  there  cannot 
properly  be  said,  with  reference  to  the  well,  to  be  any  flow  of  water  at 
all.  In  the  case,  therefore,  of  the  well,  there  can  be  no  ground  for 
implying  any  mutual  consent  or  agreement,  for  ages  past,  between  the 
owners  of  the  several  lands  beneath  which  the  underground  springs 
maj*  exist,  which  is  one  of  the  foundations  on  which  the  law  as  to  run- 
ning streams  is  supposed  to  be  built;  nor,  for  the  same  reason,  can 
amr  trace  of  a  positive  law  be  inferred  from  long-continued  acquiescence 
and  submission,  whilst  the  very  existence  of  the  underground  springs 
or  of  the  well  may  be  unknown  to  the  proprietors  of  the  soil. 
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But  the  difference  between  the  two  cases  with  respect  to  the  conse- 
quences, if  the  same  law  is  to  be  applied  to  both,  is  still  more  apparent. 
In  the  case  of  the  running  stream,  the  owner  of  the  soil  merely  trans- 
mits the  water  over  its  surface :  he  receives  as  much  from  his  higher 
neighbor  as  he  sends  down  to  his  neighbor  below :  he  is  neither  better 
nor  worse  :  the  level  of  the  water  remains  the  same.  But  if  the  man 
who  sinks  the  well  in  his  own  land  can  acquire  by  that  act  an  absolute 
and  indefeasible  right  to  the  water  that  collects  in  it,  he  has  the  power 
of  preventing  his  neighbor  from  making  any  use  of  the  spring  in  his 
own  soil  which  shall  interfere  with  the  enjoyment  of  the  well.  He  has 
the  power,  still  further,  of  debarring  the  owner  of  the  land  in  which  the 
spring  is  first  found,  or  through  which  it  is  transmitted,  from  draining 
his  land  for  the  proper  cultivation  of  the  soil :  and  thus,  by  an  act 
which  is  voluntary  on  his  part,  and  which  ma}'  be  entirely  unsuspected 
by  his  neighbor,  he  ma}'  impose  on  such  neighbor  the  necessity  of  bear- 
ing a  heavy  expense,  if  the  latter  has  erected  machinery  for  the  pur- 
poses of  mining,  and  discovers,  when  too  late,  that  the  appropriation  of 
the  water  has  already  been  made.  Further,  the  advantage  on  one  side, 
and  the  detriment  to  the  other,  may  bear  no  proportion.  The  well  may 
be  sunk  to_supply  a  cottage,  or  a  drinkiug-place  for  cattle  :  whilst  t.hp 
owner  of  the  adjoining  land  may  be  prevented  from  winning  metals  and 
minerals  of  inestimable  value._  And,  lastly,  there  is  no  limit  of  space 
within  which"  the  claim  of  right  to  an  underground  spring  can  be  con- 
fined :  in  the  present  case,  the  nearest  coal-pit  is  at  the  distance  of  half 
a  mile  from  the  well :  it  is  obvious  the  law  must  equally  apply  if  there 
is  an  interval  of  many  miles. 

Considering,  therefore,  the  state  of  circumstances  upon  which  the  law 
is  grounded  in  the  one  case  to  be  entirely  dissimilar  from  those  which 
exist  in  the  other ;  and  that  the  application  of  the  same  rule  to  both 
would  lead,  in  many  cases,  to  consequences  at  once  unreasonable  and 
unjust ;  we  feel  ourselves  warranted  in  holding,  upon  princjpla»_that  the 
case  now-Jind£iL_discussion  doesno£l3!iill  vvlllrrrrfrip~r"1f  which  obtains 
as  to  surfa'&e^sirearns,,  nor  is  it  to  be  governed  by  analogy  therewith. 

No  case  has  been  cited  on  either  side  bearing  directly  on  the  subject 
in  dispute.  The  case  of  Cooper  v.  Barber,  3  Taunt.  99,  which  ap- 
proaches the  nearest  to  it,  seems  to  make  against  the  proposition  con- 
tended for  by  the  plaintiff.  In  that  case  the  defendant  had  for  many 
years  penned  back  a  stream  for  the  purpose  of  irrigation,  in  conse- 
quence of  which  the  water  had  percolated  through  a  porous  and 
gravelly  soil  into  the  plaintiff's  land  :  but  as  this  percolation  had  been 
insensible,  and  unknown  by  the  plaintiff  until  the  land  was  applied  for 
building  purposes,  the  court  held,  that  the  defendant  had  gained  no 
right  thereby,  so  as  to  justify  its  continuance.  The  case  of  Partridye 
v.  Scott,  3  M.  &  W.  230,  is  an  authority  to  show,  that  a  man,  by  build- 
ing a  house  on  the  extremity  of  his  own  land,  does  not  thereby  acquire 
any  right  of  easement,  for  support  or  otherwise,  over  the  adjoining  land 
of  his  neighbor.  It  is  said  in  that  case,  "  he  has  no  right  to  load  his 
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own  soil,  so  as  to  make  it  require  the  support  of  that  of  his  neighbor, 
unless  he  has  some  grant  to  that  effect."  It  must  follow,  by  parity  of 
reason,  that,  if  he  digs  a  well  in  his  own  land  so  elose  to  the  soil  of  his 
neighbor,  as  to  require  the  support  of  a  rib  of  clay  or  of  stone  in  his 
neighbor's  land  to  retain  the  water  in  the  well,  no  action  would  lie 
against  the  owner  of  the  adjacent  land  for  digging  away  such  clay  or 
stone,  which  is  his  own  property,  and  thereby  letting  out  the  water ; 
and  it  would  seem  to  make  no  difference  as  to  the  legal  rights  of  the 
parties,  if  the  well  stands  some  distance  within  the  plaintiff's  boundaiy, 
and  the  digging  by  the  defendant,  which  occasions  the  water  to  flow 
from  the  well,  is  some  distance  within  the  defendant's  boundary ;  which 
is,  in  substance,  the  very  case  before  us. 

The  Roman  law  forms  no  rule,  binding  in  itself,  upon  the  subjects  of 
these  realms ;  but,  in  deciding  a  case  upon  principle,  where  no  direct 
authority  can  be  cited  from  our  books,  it  affords  no  small  evidence  of 
the  soundness  of  the  conclusion  at  which  we  have  arrived,  if  it  proves 
to  be  supported  by  that  law,  the  fruit  of  the  researches  of  the  most 
learned  men,  the  collective  wisdom  of  ages,  and  the  groundwork  of  the 
municipal  law  of  most  of  the  countries  in  Europe. 

The  authority  of  one  at  least  of  the  learned  Roman  lawyers  appears 
decisive  upon  the  point  in  favor  of  the  defendants  ;  of  some  others  the 
opinion  is  expressed  with  more  obscurity.  In  the  Digest,  lib.  39,  tit.  3, 
De  aqua  et  aquae  pluvise  arcendre,  s.  12,  "  Denique  Marcellus  scribit, 
Cum  eo,  qui  in  suo  fodiens  vicini  fontem  avertit,  nihil  posse  agi,  nee 
de  dolo  actionem ;  et  sane  non  debet  habere,  si  non  animo  vicini 
nocendi,  sed  suum  agrum  meliorem  faciendi,  id  fecit." 

It  is  scarcely  necessaiy  to  say,  that  we  intimate  no  opinion  whatever 
as  to  what  might  be  the  rule  of  law,  if  there_had_bccn  an  uninterrupted 
user  nf~thn~r4glU  for  m'^_tlvvn_JhQ  Inst  twnnty-y^ftfp  ;  but,  confining 
ourselves  strictly  to  the  facts  stated  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  we  think 
the  present  case,  for  the  reasons  above  given,  is  not  to  be  governed  by 
the  law  which  applies  to  rivers  and  flowing  streams,  but  that  it  rather 
falls  within  that  principle,  which  gives  to  the  owner  of  the  soil  all  that 
lies  beneath  his  surface ;  that  the  land  immediately  below  is  his  prop- 
erty, whether  it  is  solid  rock,  or  porous  ground,  or  venous  earth,  or 
part  soil,  part  water ;  that  the  person  who  owns  the  surface  ma}'  dig 
therein,  and  apply  all  that  is  there  found  to  his  own  purposes  at  his 
free  will  and  pleasure  ;  and  that  if,  in  the  exercise  of  such  right,  he 
intercepts  or  drains  off  the  water  collected  from  underground  springs  in 
his  neighbor's  well,  this  inconvenience  to  his  neighbor  falls  within  the 
description  of  damnum  absque  injuria,  which  cannot  become  the 
ground  of  an  action. 

We  think,  therefore,  the  direction  given  by  the  learned  judge  at  the 
trial  was  correct,  and  that  the  judgment  already  given  for  the  defend- 
ants in  the  court  below  must  be  affirmed.  Judgment  affirmed. 

Cowling,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Addison,  for  the  defendant. 
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EMBREY  v. 
EXCHEQUER.     1851. 
[Reported  6  Ex.  353.] 

CASE.  —  The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that  the  plaintiffs, 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  grievances,  were  law- 
fully possessed  of  certain  water  grist  mills,  and  of  right  ought  to 
have  had  and  enjoyed,  and  still  of  right  ought  to  have  and  enjoy,  the 
benefit  and  advantage  of  the  water  of  a  certain  stream  or  watercourse, 
which  had  been  used  to  run  and  flow,  and  during  all  that  time  of  right 
ought  to  have  run  and  flowed,  and  still  of  right  ought  to  run  and  flow 
unto  the  said  mills,  for  the  suppling  the  same  with  water  for  the  work- 
ing thereof,  save  and  except  at  such  times  and  on  such  occasions  when 
it  might  be  reasonable  and  necessary  to  irrigate  or  water  certain  closes 
of  the  defendant,  situate  and  being  on  the  southern  side  of  the  said 
stream  or  watercourse,  and  near  to  the  same,  with  reasonable  quan- 
tities of  the  water  thereof.  Yet  the  defendant,  intending  to  injure  the 
plaintiffs,  at  times  when  it  was  not  reasonable  or  necessary  to  irrigate 
or  water  the  said  closes  of  the  defendant,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  and  for  divers, 
different,  and  other  purposes  than  the  irrigating  or  watering  the  same, 
wrongfully  and  injurious!}'  cut,  dug,  made,  and  erected,  in,  upon,  and 
near  to  the  sides  and  banks  of  the  said  stream  or  watercourse,  and  at 
a  part  thereof  above  the  said  mills,  clivers  sluices,  trenches,  channels, 
aqueducts,  and  cuts,  and  kept  and  continued  the  same  for  a  long  time, 
&c.,  and  thereby  unlawfully  and  wrongfully  diverted  and  turned  divers 
large  quantities  of  the  water  of  the  said  stream,  &c.,  out  of  and  away 
from  the  said  mills,  and  stopped,  prevented,  and  hindered  the  water  of 
the  said  stream  or  watercourse  from  running  or  flowing  along  its  usual 
course  to  the  said  mills,  and  from  supplying  the  same  with  the  neces- 
sary water  for  the  working  thereof,  as  the  same  of  right  ought  to  have 
done  and  otherwise  would  have  done ;  and  by  reason  thereof,  the  water 
of  the  said  stream  or  watercourse,  sufficient  for  the  supplying  of  the 
said  mills,  could  not  run  or  flow  to  the  same  ;  and  the  plaintiffs  thereby, 
for  want  of  such  sufficient  water,  could  not  during  that  time  use  the  said 
mills,  or  follow,  use,  or  exercise  their  trade  or  business  therein,  in  so 
large,  extensive,  and  beneficial  a  manner  as  they  might  and  otherwise 
would  have  done,  &c. 

The  declaration  contained  two  other  counts,  which  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  state. 

The  defendant  pleaded  (inter  alia)  first,  not  guilty ;  fourth!}*,  to  the 
first  count,  that  one  John  Jones,  before  and  at  the  several  times  when 
&e.,  was  lawfully  possessed  of  divers,  to  wit,  four  closes,  situate  and  be- 
ing on  the  bank  of,  and  next  adjoining  to,  and  extending  to  the  middle 
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of  the  said  stream  or  watercourse,  to  wft,  on  the  north  side  thereof,  and 
at  a  part  of  the  said  stream  or  watercourse  above  the  said  mills  and  prem- 
ises, and  which  said  closes  were  and  are  other  than  the  closes  on  the 
4*vw.  southern  side  of  the  said  stream  or  watercourse  in  the  first  count  men- 
*^tloned,  and  part  of  which  said  several  closes,  whereof  the  said  J.  Jones 
^'as  so  possessed  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  up  to  the  middle  of  the  said 
stream  or  watercourse,  hath,  from  the  time  whereof  the  memory  of 
.  L        £*~*<     man  runneth  not  to  the  contrary,  been,  and  at  the  several  times  when, 
&c.,  was  and  still  is  covered  with  the  water  of  the  said  stream  or  wator- 
f/v  /Vv,  __  course;  which  said  stream  or  watercourse,  from  the  time  whereof  the 
.  [  memory  of  man  is  not  to  the  contrary,  hath  been  used  and  accustomed 

to  run  and  flow  in  its  usual  flow,  stream,  and  current,  over  part  of  and 
XrlU     i-k  unto  an(^  by  the  said  last-mentioned  closes,  for  the  watering,  fertiliza- 
«     *-ti 


zv'rVv  —  * 


and  general  benefit  and  advantage  thereof;  that  it  is  at  certain  in- 
termittent periods  and  times  during  certain  months  of  the  year,  to  wit, 
January,  February,  and  March,  the  said  periods  and  times  being  periods 
and  times  when  the  waters  of  the  said  stream  or  watercourse  are  most 
abundant,  and  flow  in  great  quantities  and  abundance,  and  are  more 
than  sufficient  or  necessary,  and  flow  in  greater  quantity  than  can  be  used, 
the  due  and  proper  working  of  the  said  mills  and  premises,  right 
and  proper,  and  fit  and  necessary  and  requisite  to  water  and  irrigate  the 
io-\  first-mentioned  closes  with  the  water  of  the  said  stream  or  watercourse, 
^      for  the  more  convenient  enjoyment  and  occupation  and  substantial  im- 
/v>t  provement  and  cultivation  of  the  said  closes,  and  for  rendering  the  same 

fertile  and  productive  and  conducive  to  the  public  and  general  weal  and 
advantage.  Wherefore  the  defendant,  at  the  said  several  times  when, 
&c.,  the  same  being  reasonable  and  proper  times  in  that  behalf  respect- 
ively, and  during  the  said  months  of  January,  February,  and  March, 
I/IA*""  and  the  waters  of  the  said  stream  or  watercourse  then  being  most  abun- 

^/-  ^\x"k^«v^rdant  and  then  flowing  in  great  quantity  and  abundance,  and  being  more 
i/vx-i*")  than  sufficient  or  necessary,  and  flowing  in  a  greater  quantity  than  could 
be  used  for  the  due  and  proper  working  of  the  said  mills  and  premises, 
i  as  the  servant  of  the  said  J.  Jones,  and  by  his  command,  diverted  and 

•  .turned  divers  small  quantities  of  the  water  of  the  said  stream  or  wutcr- 
~  course,  the  same  being  reasonable  and  fit  and  proper  quantities  in  that 
^behalf,  and  not  more  than  was  necessary  and  convenient  for  the  pur- 
pose of  irrigating  and  watering  the  first-mentioned  closes  from  and  out 
of  the  said  stream  or  watercourse,  and  then  caused  the  same  to  flow  in, 
^^over,  and  upon  the  first-mentioned  closes,  and  which  quantities  of  water, 
save  and  except  such  small  portions  and  quantities  thereof  as  were 
necessarily  absorbed  and  used  by  and  in  the  passing  over  the  said  closes, 
X-in  and  by  course  of  the  irrigating  and  watering  thereof,  as  aforesaid, 
then  fell,  passed,  flowed,  and  returned  into  and  unto  the  said  stream  or 
atercourse,  at  divers  parts  and  places  above  the  mills  and  premises, 
before  the  said  stream  or  watercourse  reached  and  arrived  at  the 
same  mills  and  premises,  and  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  the  defendant, 
at  the  said  several  times  when,  &c.,  as  the  servant  of  the  said  J.  Jones, 
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ma  by  his  command,  cut,  dug,  made,  and  erected  in,  upon,  and  near 

to  the  sides  and  banks  of  the  said  stream  or  watercourse,  at  a  part  of 

the  said  stream  or  watercourse  above  the  said  mills  and  premises  of  the  '  _*" ' 

plaintiffs,  a  certain  sluice,  trench,  channel,  or  aqueduct,  and  kept  and  J  j(F< 

continued  the  same,  and  caused  the  same  to  be  kept  and  continued,  in,  ^  - 

upon,  and  near  to  the  said  sides  and  banks  of  the  said  stream  or  water-  /i^    •          3 

course,  and  thereby  diverted  and  turned  the  said  small  quantities  of  the 


water  off  the  said  stream  or  watercourse  in  manner  as  in  this  plea  afore-' 
said,  as  she  lawfully  might  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  quce  sunt  eadem, 
&c.  —  Averment,  that  the  diversion  and  abstraction  aforesaid  was  not 
nor  is  a   continuous  diversion,  but  only  takes  place  at  intermittent 
periods,  and  in  manner  in  this  plea  aforesaid  ;  and  that  the  quantities 
of  water  so  absorbed  and  used  as  aforesaid,  and  stopped,  prevented,     -fr^.'  .    , 
and  hindered  from  running  and  flowing  to  the  said  mills  and  premises, 
were  and  are  very  small  and  inappreciable  quantities,  and  not  more  or 
greater  than  were  and  are  necessary  for  the  purposes  in  this  plea  afore- 
said, and  that  the  same  were  and  are  not  required,  and  had  at  no  time 
theretofore  been  appropriated  by  the  plaintiffs  for  the  purpose  of  work-     ^  /^  '_g^  * 
ing  the  said  mills  and  premises,  or  any  other  purposes ;  and  that  the 
diverting,  turning  away,  and  abstracting,  and  stopping,  hindering,  and 
preventing  the  same  from  flowing  to  the  said  mills  and  premises  did  not  ' 
at  any  time  cause  any  damage,  hindrance,  or  impediment  to  the  due, 
proper,  and  necessary  working  and  using  of  the  said  mills  and  prem- 
ises. —  Verification. 

The  seventh  and  tenth  pleas  were  similar  to  the  fourth,  being  respect- 
ively pleaded  to  the  second  and  third  counts  of  the  declaration. 

The  plaintiffs  joined  issue  on  the  first  plea,  and  to  the  fourth,  seventh, 
and  tenth  replied  de  injuria.     Issue  thereon. 

At  the  trial,  before   Talfourd^  J.,  at  the  last  Summer  Assizes  for 
Montgomeryshire,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiffs  were  occupiers  of 
water  grist  mill  situate  on  the  banks  of  the  River  Rhiew,  a  mountaii 
stream,  in  the  parish  of  Berriew,  in  that  county.      The  defendant 
Owen  was  the  owner  of  land  on  both  sides  of  that  river  above  the  mill 
and  this  action  was  brought  against  her  for  diverting  part  of  the  water  ,      l"x~'v  Q» 
of  the  river,  for  the  purpose  of  irrigating  certain  meadows  on  the  north-   ^^ 
ern  bank,  which  were  in  the  occupation  of  her  tenant  John  Jones.   The-yV^ 
water  was  diverted  by  means  of  an  iron  trough  or  aqueduct  placed 
a  waste  weir,  from  whence  the  surplus  or  waste  water  was  carried  into   /• 
the  trough  or  aqueduct,   and  by  it  over  the  river  into  the  main  and/1  xt^"t~eV 
floating  gutters  of  the  meadows,  when  required  for  irrigation  ;  at  other rf-j.        Q' 
f-H$times  such  surplus  water  was  discharged  from  the  trough  or  aqueduct 
direct'  into  the  bed  of  the  river  by  means  of  an  iron  flap  or  sluice  in  the 
middle  side  of  the  trough,  so  constructed  as  to  be  opened  for  the  latter  for^ 
purpose  at  pleasure.    A  portion  of  the  water  was  lost  by  absorption  and 
,^y^€vaporation  in  the  process  of  irrigation ;  the  working  of  the  plaintiffs' 
however,  was  not  in  the  least  impeded  ;  and  the  quantity  thus  lost 
w,as  differently  calculated  by  scientific;  witnesses  on  both  sides,  a  wit- 

_^_vj    ..^_Jt^_«'      VA/Vx^    X-NVV-£^_  '~WXV''X-^       t/v~v*f     i-^~t/ 
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ness  f°r  the  plaintiffs  estimating  it  at  four  or  five  per  cent,  and  a  wit- 
ness  for  the  defendant  at  only  one  seventh  per  cent,  even  in  summer. 
All  the  witnesses  concurred,  that  there  was  no  sensible  diminution  of 
f^,     the  stream  by  reason  of  the  diversion,  that  is  to  say,  none  cognizable 
0^    A  '    b}'  the  senses,  and  that  the  amount  of  loss  was  ascertainable  only  by 
.  c*-i  a      inference  from  scientific  experiments  on  the  absorption  and  evaporation 

of  water  poured  out  on  the  soil. 

f^-^K.        The  learned  judge,  with  reference  to  the  first  issue,  left  to  the  jury 
7    xt*^—  the  question,  whether  there  was  any  sensible  diminution  of  the  natural 
^^k^Jlow  of  the  water  by  means  of  the  diversion  ;  and  with  reference  to  the 
-v-U        IL      other  issues  above  mentioned,  he  left  it  to  them  to  say,  in  the  terms  of 
J>~^  v[          the  pleas,  whether  the  quantities  of  water  absorbed  and  evaporated  in 
r^the  process  of  the  defendant's  irrigation  were  small  and  inappreciable 
\^\          quantities  ;  intimating,  however,  that  he  felt  great  difficulty  in  fixing  a 
legal  meaning  on  this  latter  term,  but  suggesting  that  it  might  mean 
"  so  inconsiderable  as  to  be  incapable  of  price  or  value."     Both  the 
J?  0  w/~t      questions  left  to  the  juiy  having  been  answered  b}-  them  in  favor  of  the 
f     defendant,  the  former  in  the  negative  and  the  latter  in  the  affirmative, 
the  learned  judge  directed  that  the  verdict  should  be  entered  on  the 

h,vv_j^<L^above  issues  for  the  defendant,  reserving  leave  to  the  plaintiff's  to  move 
.     .  Qt   to  enter  it  for  them,  with  nominal  damages. 

Welsby,  in  last  Michaelmas  Term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly, 
~*-*4~  and  also  to  enter  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs,  non  obstante  veredicto,  on 
/  ^l  the  fourth,  seventh,  and  tenth  issues. 

"^       '         omwett  anfl  E'  Beavan  showed  cause  at  the  sittings  after  Hilary 
Welsby,  Foulkes,  and  Wynn,  in  support  of  the  rule. 


i  .  «          The  judgment  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

^^    PARKE,  B.  (after  stating  the  pleadings  and  facts).     We  are  not  pre- 


pared  to  say  that  the  learned  judge  at  Nisi  Prius  was  correct  in  his  in- 
A^C-C.  tv'v~  terpretation  of  the  word  "  inappreciable  "  when  connected  with  the  word 
»  "  quantity,"  nor  sure  that  he  was  not;  for  the  word  "inappreciable" 

or  "  unappreciable  "  is  one  of  a  new  coinage,  not  to  be  found  in  John- 
son's  Dictionary  or  Richardson's.  The  word  "  appreciate  "  first  appears 
i"  our  dictionaries  in  the  last  edition  of  Johnson,  by  Todd,  1827,  with 
the  explanation  "to  estimate,"  "to  value;"  and  assuming  that  to  be 
the  true  meaning,  which  we  suppose  it  is,  the  compound  adjective  sig- 
nifies  that  the  quantities  were  not  capable  of  being  estimated  or  valued, 
nml  in  that  sense  the  fourth  plea  was  not  proved.  It  is,  however,  a 
^flatter  of  little  importance  ;  for  assuming  that  the  word  was  wrongly 
explained,  the  only  consequence  would  be,  that  a  question  would  arise, 
whether  the  fourth  issue  and  the  others  involving  the  same  terms  ought 
not  to  have  been  found  for  the  plaintiffs,  a  question  we  need  not  decide  ; 
for  if  the  issue  on  not  guilty  remains  as  it  now  is  found  for  the  defend- 
ant, as  we  think  it  ought  to  be,  there  should  be  no  new  trial,  if  the 
defendant  consents,  as  she  probably  will,  that  the  fourth  and  other  cor- 
responding issues  should  be  found  for  the  plaintiffs.  This  course  was 
adopted  in  Stead  v.  Anderson,  4  C.  B.  836. 

«•  —  <r*+v^ 
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The  important  question  is  that  which  arises  on  the  plea  of  Not  guilty, 
the  jury  having  found  that  no  sensible  diminution  of  the  natural  flow  of 
the  stream  to  the  plaintiffs  mill  was  caused  by  the  abstraction  of  the 
water.  That  the  working  of  the  mill  was  not  in  the  least  impeded  was 
clear  on  the  evidence.  On  that  finding  we  think  the  verdict  was  prop- " 
erly  ordered  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant. 

It  was  very  ably  argued  before  us  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plain- 
tiffs, that  the  plaintiffs  had  a  right  to  the  full  flow  of  the  water  in  its 
natural  course  and  abundance,  as  an  incident  to  their  property  in  the 
land  through  which  it  flowed ;  and  that  any  abstraction  of  the  water, 
however  inconsiderable,  by  another  riparian  proprietor,  and  though 
productive  of  no  actual  damage,  would  be  actionable,  because  it  was  an 
injury  to  a  right,  and,  if  continued,  would  be  the  foundation  of  a  claim 
of  adverse  right  in  that  proprietor. 

We  by  no  means  dispute  the  truth  of  this  proposition,  with  respect  to 
every  description  of  right.     Actual  perceptible  damage  is  not  indispen- 
sable as  the  foundation  of  an  action  ;  it  is  sufficient  to  show  the  viola- 
tion of  a  right,  in  which  case  the  law  will  presume  damage ;  injuria  <^Cc_  ^W^ 
sine  damno  is  actionable,  as  was  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Asliby  v./Vx^^  /rlv' 
White,  2  Ld.  Ra}"m.  938,  by  Lord  Holt,  and  in  many  subsequent  cases,     A-f. 
which  are  all  referred  to,  and  the  truth  of  the  proposition  powerfully  en- 
forced,  in  a  verj*  able  judgment  of  the  late  Mr.  Justice  Story  in  Webb 
v.  The  Portland  Manufacturing  Company,  3  Sumn.  Rep.  189.    But  in 
applying  this  admitted  rule  to  the  case  of  rights  to  running  water,  and 
the  analogous  cases  of  rights  to  air  and  light,  it  must  be  considered 
what  the  nature  of  those  rights  is,  and  what  is  a  violation  of  them. 

The  law  as  to  flowing  water  is  now  put  on  its  right  footing  by  a  series 
of  cases,  beginning  with  that  of  Wright  v.  Howard,  1  Sim.  &  S.  190, 
followed  by  Mason  v.  Hill,  3  B.  &  Ad.  304 ;  5  Id.  1,  and  ending  with 
that  of  Wood  v.  Waud,  3  Exch.  748,  and  is  fully  settled  in  the  Ameri- 
can courts.  See  3  Kent's  Comm.,  Lect.  52,  pp.  439-445.  -7~-»wVt  *  ^ 

The  right  to  have  the  stream  to  flow  in  its  natural  state  without  dim- , 
inution  or  alteration  is  an  incident  to  the  property  in  the  land 
which  it  passes ;  but  flowing  water  is  publici  juris,  not  in  the  sense 
that  it  is  a  bonum  vacans,  to  which  the  first  occupant  may  acquire  an' 
exclusive  right,  but  that  it  is  public  and  common  in  this  sense 
that  all  may  reasonably  use  it  who  have  a  right  of  access  to  it,  that    O^^J/. 
none  can  have  any  property  in  the  water  itself,  except  in   the  par-          ^ 
ticular  portion  which  he  ma}7  choose  to  abstract  from  the  stream-and 
take  into  his  possession,  and  that  during  the  time  of  his  possession  ^_/{/  \ 
only ;  see  5  B.  &  Ad.  24.    But  each  proprietor  of  the  adjacent  land 
the  right  to  the  usufruct  of  the  stream  which  flows  through  it. 

This  right  to  the  benefit  and  advantage  of  the  water  flowing  past  his 
land,  is  not  an  absolute  and  exclusive  right  to  the  flow  of  all  the  water 
in  its  natural  state  ;  if  it  were,  the  argument  of  the  learned  counsel,  that 
every  abstraction  of  it  would  give  a  cause  of  action,  would  be  irrefra- 
gable ;  but  it  is  a  right  only  to  the  flow  of  the  water,  and  the  enjoyment 
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of  it,  subject  to  the  similar  rights  of  all  the  proprietors  of  the  banks  on 
each  side  to  the  reasonable  enjoyment  of  the  same  gift  of  Providence. 

It  is  only  therefore  for  an  unreasonable  and  unauthorized  use  of  this 
common  benefit  that  an  action  will  lie  ;  for  such  an  use  it  will ;  even,  as 
the  case  above  cited  from  the  American  reports  shows,  though  there 
may  be  no  actual  damage  to  the  plaintiff.      In  the  part  of  Kent's  Com- 
mentaries to  which  we  have  referred,  the  law  on  this  subject  is  most 
perspicuously  stated,  and  it  will  be  of  advantage  to  cite  it  at  length : 
"  Every  proprietor  of  lands  on  the  banks  of  a  river  has  natural!}1  an 
equal  right  to  the  use  of  the  water  which  flows  in  the  stream  adjacent  to 
his  lands,  as  it  was  wont  to  run  (currere  solebat),  without  diminution 
or  alteration.    No  proprietor  has  a  right  to  use  the  water  to  the  preju- 
dice of  other  proprietors,  above  or  below  him,  unless  he  has  a  prior 
..*  •v~v"  right  to  divert  it,  or  a  title  to  some  exclusive  enjoyment.     He  has  no 
property  in  the  water  itself,  but  a  simple  usufruct  while  it  passes  along. 
C  irx-UL  r^     Aqua  currit  et  debet  currere,  is  the  language  of  the  law.    Though  he 
CL  b  C~    may  use  the  water  while  it  runs  over  his  land,  he  cannot  unreason- 
ably detain  it,  or  give  it  another  direction,  and  he  must  return  it  to  its 
^      ordinary  channel  when  it  leaves  his  estate.    Without  the  consent  of  the 
adjoining  proprietors,  he  cannot  divert  or  diminish  the  quantity  of 
Crater  which  would  otherwise  descend  to  the  proprietors  below,  nor 
throw  the  water  back  upon  the  proprietors  above,  without  a  grant,  or  an 
//uninterrupted  enjoyment  of  twent}*  years,  which  is  evidence  of  it.    This 
is  the  clear  and  settled  general  doctrine  on  the  subject,  and  all  the  dif- 
ficult}*  that  arises  consists  in  the  application.     The  owner  must  so  use 
and  apply  the  water  as  to  work  no  material  injury  or  annoyance  to  his 
neighbor  below  him,  who  has  an  equal  right  to  the  subsequent  use  of 
the  same  water;  nor  can  he,  by  dams  or  any  obstruction,  cause  the 
water  injuriously  to  overflow  the  grounds  and  springs  of  his  neighbor 
above  him.     Streams  of  water  are  intended  for  the  use  and  comfort  of 
and  it  would  be  unreasonable,  and  contrar}*  to  the  universal  sense 
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^  of  mankind,  to  debar  every  riparian  proprietor  from  the  application  of 
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the  water  to  domestic,  agricultural,  and  manufacturing  purposes,  pro- 
vided  the  use  of  it  be  made  under  the  limitations  which  have  been  men- 
tioned  ;  and  there  will,  no  doubt,  inevitably  be,  in  the  exercise  of  a 
perfect  right  to  the  use  of  the  water,  some  evaporation  and  decrease  of 
-  f\  it,  and  some  variations  in  the  weight  and  velocity  of  the  current.  But 
^  "  cle  minimis  non  curat  lex,  and  a  right  of  action  by  the  proprietor  below 
would  not  necessarily  flow  from  such  consequences,  but  would  depend 
upon  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  complaint  or  injurj',  and  the  manner 
of  using  the  water.  All  that  the  law  requires  of  the  party  by  or  over 
whose  land  a  stream  passes,  is,  that  he  should  use  the  water  in  a  rea- 
"  sonable  manner,  and  so  as  not  to  destroy,  or  render  useless,  or  materi- 
ally  diminish  or  affect  the  application  of  the  water  by  the  proprietors 
above  Or  below  on  the  stream.  He  must  not  shut  the  gates  of  his  dams 
rl~  JV  ^^c^  and  detain  the  water  un  reason  ably,  or  let  it  off  in  unusual  quantities, 
^  IA^V^  to  the  annoj'ance  of  his  neighbor.  Pothier  lays  down  the  rule  ve 
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strictly,  that  the  owner  of  the  upper  stream  must,  not  raise  the  water  by 
dams,  so  as  to  make  it  fall  with  more  abundance  and  rapidity  than  it 
would  naturally  do,  and  injure  the  proprietor  below.  But  this  rule  must 
not  be  construed  literally,  for  that  would  be  to  deny  all  valuable  use  of 
the  water  to  the  riparian  proprietors.  It  must  be  subjected  to  the  quali- 
fications which  have  been  mentioned,  otherwise  rivers  and  streams  of 
water  would  become  utterly  useless,  either  for  manufacturing  or  agri- 
cultural purposes.  The  just  and  equitable  principle  is  given  in  the 
Roman  law :  Sic  enim  debere  quern  meliorem  agrum  suum  facere,  ne 
vicini  deteriorem  faciat," 

In  America,  as  may  be  inferred  from  this  extract,  and  as  is  stated  in 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Wood  v.  Waud,  a  very 
liberal  use  of  the  stream  for  the  purposes  of  irrigation  and  for  carrying  (±~ 
on  manufactures  is  permitted.  So  in  France,  where  every  one  may  use 
it  "en  bon  pere  de  famillc,  et  pour  son  plus  grand  avantage:  "  Code 
Civil,  art.  640,  note  a,  by  Pailliet.1  He  may  make  trenches  to  conduct 
the  water  to  irrigate  his  land,  if  he  returns  it  with  no  other  loss  than 
that  which  irrigation  caused.  In  the  above-cited  case  of  Wood  v. 
Waud,  it  was  observed,  that  in  England  it  is  not  clear  that  an  user  to 
that  extent  would  be  permitted ;  nor  do  we  mean  to  lay  down  that  it  ' 
would  in  every  case  be  deemed  a  lawful  enjoyment  of  the  water,  if  it 
was  again  returned  into  the  river  with  no  other  diminution  than  that 

fl  Jf     ' 

which  was  caused  by  the  absorption  and  evaporation  attendant  on  the  J^/vy/-f 
irrigation  of  the  lands  of  the  adjoining  proprietor.  This  must  depend 
upon  the  circumstances  of  each  case.  On  the  one  hand,  it  could  not 
be  permitted  that  the  owner  of  a  tract  of  many  thousand  acres  of  porous 
soil,  abutting  on  one  part  of  the  stream,  could  be  permitted  to  irrigate 
them  continually  by  canals  and  drains,  and  so  cause  a  serious  diminu- 
tion of  the  quantitj*  of  water,  though  there  was  no  other  loss  to  the 
natural  stream  than  that  arising  from  the  necessary  absorption  and 
evaporation  of  the  water  employed  for  that  purpose  ;  on  the  other  hand, 


one's  common  sense  would  be  shocked  by  supposing  that  a  riparian 
owner  could  not  dip  a  watering-pot  into  the  stream,  in  order  to  water 
his  garden,  or  allow  his  family  or  his  cattle  to  drink  it.  It  is  entirely  a 

/nnootirtn   r\f   rJonrroo     ariH   it.  ic  vorv  fliffirmlt     inrloo/1   imrv^ccilYlo     tr>    rlofinf* 


question  of  degree,  and  it  is  very  difficult,  indeed  impossible,  to  define 


precisely  the  limits  which  separate  the  reasonable  and  permitted  use  of 
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the  stream  from  its  wrongful  application  ;  but  there  is  often  no  difficulty 
in  deciding  whether  a  particular  case  falls  within  the  permitted  limits 
or  not ;  and  in  this  we  think,  that  as  the  irrigation  took  place,  not  con- 
tinuousl}',  but  only  at  intermittent  periods,  when  the  river  was  full,  and 
no  damage  was  done  thereby  to  the  working  of  the  mill,  and  the  dimi- 
nution of  the  water  was  not  perceptible  to  the  eye,  it  was  such  a  rea- 
sonable use  of  the  water  as  not  to  be  prohibited  by  law.  If  so,  it  was 
no  infringement  of  the  plaintiffs'  right  at  all ;  it  was  onty  the  exercise 
of  an  equal  right  which  the  defendant  had  to  the  usufruct  of  the 
stream.  X^/>^~ v  - 

See  his  Manuel  de  Droit  Praxis.     Paris,  1838. 
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"We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  there  has  been  no  injury  in  fact  or 
law  in  this  case,  and  consequently  that  the  verdict  for  the  defendant 
ought  not  to  be  disturbed. 

The  same  law  will  be  found  to  be  applicable  to  the  corresponding 
rights  to  air  and  light.  These  also  are  bestowed  by  Providence  for  the 
common  benefit  of  man  ;  and  so  long  as  the  reasonable  use  by  one  man 
of  this  common  property  does  not  do  actual  and  perceptible  damage  to 
the  right  of  another  to  the  similar  use  of  it,  no  action  will  lie.  A  man 
cannot  occupj'  a  dwelling  and  consume  fuel  in  it  for  domestic  purposes, 
without  its  in  some  degree  impairing  the  natural  purity  of  the  air  ;  he 
cannot  erect  a  building,  or  plant  a  tree,  near  the  house  of  another,  with- 
out in  some  degree  diminishing  the  quantity  of  light  he  enjoys  ;  but 
such  small  interruptions  give  no  right  of  action  ;  for  they  are  necessary 
incidents  to  the  common  enjoyment  by  all. 

Rule  discharged,  the  defendant  consenting  that  the  verdict  on  the 
fourth,  seventh,  and  tenth  issues  be  entered  for  the  plaintiffs.1 


BROADBENT  v.  RAMSBOTHAM. 
EXCHEQUER.     1856. 


^b*^,  [Reported  11  Ex.  602.] 

?^_o*  ACTION  for  diverting  water  from  a  mill  stream  belonging  to  the 

\  plaintiff.     A  verdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  by  consent,  subject 

to  a  special  case  to  be  settled  by  an  arbitrator.     The  case  sufficiently 

appears  in  the  opinion.2 

1  "  It  may  be  conceived,  that  if  a  field  be  covered  with  houses,  the  ordinary  use  by 
the  inhabitants  might  sensibly  diminish  the  stream;  yet  no  action  would,  we  apprehend, 
lie,  any  more  than  if  the  air  was  rendered  less  pure  and  healthy  by  the  increase  of  inhabi- 
tants in  the  neighborhood,  and  by  the  smoke  issuing  from  the  chimneys  of  an  increased 
number  of  houses."  Per  POLLOCK,  C.  B.,  in  Wood  v.  Waud,  3  Ex.  748,  781  (1849). 
_tvK^,  "By  the  general  law  applicable  to  running  streams,  every  riparian  proprietor  has  a 

•~*^o-\  \  "ght  to  what  may  be  called  the  ordinary  use  of  the  water  flowing  past  his  land  ;  for 
'  '  instance,  to  the~reasonable  use  of  the  water  for  his  docafistic^TKtrposes  and  for  his  cattle, 
and  this  without  rpgardj^tha  ^ff(.p±jayhi^  ntin.Ti  nnn  may  have,  in  cage  of  a  deficiency, 
upemjr6pnetOF§_Tpwer  d"^1-^1"  «*rp»m-  But,  further,  he  has  a  right  to  the  use  ot 
it  for  any  purpose,  or  what  may  be  deemed  the  extraordinary  use  of  it,  provided  that 
he  does  not  thereby  interfere  with  the  rights  of  other  proprietors,  either  above  or  below 
him.  Subject  to  this  condition,  he  may  dam  up  the  stream  for  the  purpose  of  a  mill, 
or  divert  the  ••— ^°r  frr  thp  rnrPftse  of  irrigation: — But  he  has  no  right  to  interrupt  the 
regular  flow  of  the  stream,  if  he  therebyTHtPrferes  with  the  lawful  use  of  the  water  by- 
other  proprietors,  and  inflicts  upon  them  a  sensible  injury."  Per  LORD  KINGSDOWN, 
in  Miner  v.  Oilmour,  Moore,  P.  C.  131,  156. 

Jn  Sandimch  \.  Ot.  N.  R.  Co.,  10  Ch.  D.  707,  BACON,  V/  C.,  held  that  a  railroad 

company  whose  track  crossed  a  stream,  and  which  was  a  riparian  proprietor,  could 
take  water  from  the  stream  for  its  locomotive  engines. 

3  This  statement  is  substituted  for  that  in  the  report. 
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Knowles  (R.  Hall  and  Pickering  with  him) ,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Cowling  (  Watson  with  him) ,  for  the  defendants. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

ALDEKSON,  B.  In  this  ease  we  have  been  relieved  from  the  con- 
sideration of  the  several  pleas  justifying  the  abstraction  of  the  water 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Huddersfield  Waterworks  Acts,  by  the  ad- 
mission very  properly  made  by  Mr.  Cowling  on  this  argument,  that  he 
could  not  support  them  ;  and  the  questions  are  now  reduced  to  this  one 
alone,  whether  the  defendant  Atkinson  has  improperly  diverted,  by  the 
acts  which  he  has  undoubted!}-  done,  four  sources  of  water  which  have,  as 
the  plaintiff  contends,  supplied  the  Longwood  Brook  on  which  his  mill 
is  situated.  There  are  three  of  these  included  in  the  first  count  of  the 
declaration,  namely,  a  pond  of  six  and  a  half  acres,  a  swamp  of  about 
sixteen  perches,  and  a  well.  The  fourth  is  a  well,  included  in  the  sec- 
ond count.  There  is  no  doubt  that  iu  the  course  of  the  drainage  these 
sources  of  water  have  been  diverted,  and  now  fall  into  the  drain  made 
by  the  defendant.  The  arbitrator  describes  them  thus :  "  And,  first,  as 
to  the  six  and  a  half  acre  pond,"  he  says,  "  from  the  sides  of  the  hill 
called  Pighill  Wood  and  Pendle  Hill  the  natural  flow  of  water  is  north- 
ward till  it  reaches  Longwood  Brook,  and  all  water  passing  over  the 
lands  there  naturally  runs  down  towards  and  into  Longwood  Brook. 
Above  Pighill  Wood  a  shallow  basin  is  formed  by  the  land  slips  which 
have  from  time  to  time  occurred,  and  the  water  collected  in  it,  if  it  ex- 
ceeds the  depth  of  about  three  feet  above  the  lowest  point  of  the  basin, 
escapes  northward  and  runs  down  over  the  surface  of  the  hill  towards 
Longwood  Brook.  The  rest  sinks  into  the  ground  or  remains  as  a  pond 
in  the  hollow  thus  naturally  created  by  the  form  of  the  land."  Now, 
we  think  that  this  water,  both  that  which  overflows  and  that  which  sinks 
in,  belongs  absolutely  to  the  defendant,  on  whose  land  it  arises,  and  is 
not  affected  by  any  right  of  the  plaintiff.  The  right  to  the  natural  flow 
of  the  water  in  Longwood  Brook  undoubtedly  belongs  to  the  plaintiff; 
but  we  think  that  this  right  cannot  extend  further  than  a  right  to  the 
flow  in  the  brook  itself,  and  to  the  water  flowing  in  some  defined  nat- 
ural channel,  either  subterranean  or  on  the  surface,  communicating 
directly  with  the  brook  itself.  No  doubt,  all  the  water  falling  from 
heaven  and  shed  upon  the  surface  of  a  hill,  at  the  foot  of  which  a  brook 
runs,  must,  by  the  natural  force  of  gravity,  find  its  way  to  the  bottom, 
and  so  into  the  brook ;  but  this  does  not  prevent  the  owner  of  the  land 
on  which  this  water  falls  from  dealing  with  it  as  he  may  please  and  ap- 
propriating it.  He  cannot,  it  is  true,  do  so  if  the  water  has  arrived  at 
and  is  flowing  in  some  natural  channel  already  formed.  But  he  has  a 
perfect  right_faL_ap4n-opriate  it  be^p,  it  arr'vpa_ajLsuch  a  jntamrek-Jn 
this  case^a.  basin  js_formcd  in  his  land,  which  belongs  to~hun',  and  the 
water  from  the  heavens  lodges  there.  There  is  here  no  watercourse 
at  all.  If  this  water  exceeds  a  certain  depth  it  escapes  at  the  lowest 
point,  and  squanders  itself  (so  to  speak)  over  the  adjoining  surface.. 
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The  owner  of  the  soil  has  clearly  a  right  to  drain  this  shallow  pond  and 
to  get  rid  of  the  inconvenience  at  his  own  pleasure.  We  have  no  doubt, 
therefore,  that,  as  to  this  source  of  feeding  the  Longwood  Brook,  the 
plaintiff  has  no  title.  The  same  may  be  said  of  the  swamp  of  sixteen 
perches,  which  is  merely  like  a  sponge  fixed  (so  to  speak)  on  the  side 
of  a  hill,  and  full  of  water.  If  this  overflows  it  creates  a  sort  of  marshy 
margin  adjoining ;  and  there  is  apparently  no  course  of  water,  either 
into  or  out  of  it,  on  the  surface  of  the  land.  As  to  the  subterranean 
courses  communicating  with  this  swamp,  which  must  no  doubt  exist, 
it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  they  are  not  traceable,  so  as  to  show  that 
the  water  passing  along  them  ever  reaches  Longwood  Brook.  This 
falls,  therefore,  into  the  same  category,  or  rather  is  a  stronger  instance 
of  the  rule  before  mentioned.  The  well  at  this  point  is  also  in  simili 
casu.  It  is  not  found  in  the  case  that  it  has  any  subterraneous  com- 
munication with  Longwood  Brook.  Indeed,  if  it  had  any  such  communi- 
cation (inasmuch  as  the  brook  seems  far  below  the  bottom  of  this 
shallow  well),  the  communication  would  probably  draw  off  all  the  water 
in  it.  It  is  sufficient,  however,  to  say,  that  it  is  not  found  so  to  com- 
municate. But  no  doubt,  when  this  well  overflows,  the  overflow  pours 
itself  over  and  down  the  declivity  towards  the  brook.  But  this  gives 
no  right  to  the  water,  as  we  have  already  shown  in  the  case  of  the  six 
and  a  half  acre  pond.  These  are  the  three  grounds  of  the  plaintiffs 
complaint  in  the  first  count  of  his  declaration.  They  all  seem  to  us  to 
fail. 

We  come  now  to  the  second  count.  The  stream  here  said  to  be 
diverted  is  one  in  which,  on  the  side  of  a  hill,  a  stream  wells  out  from 
the  ground  at  a  depth  of  about  two  feet,  and  is  received  into  a  basin  of 
about  three  feet  square,  and  used  as  a  watering  place  for  cattle.  This 
stream  in  dry  seasons  was  somewhat  scant}',  so  as  to  compel  the  cattle 
at  those  periods  to  go  down  on  their  knees  to  reach  it.  At  other  times 
it  overflowed  its  basin,  and  then  it  ran  down  part  of  the  way  in  an  open 
and,  as  we  presume,  artificial  ditch,  for  it  is  described  as  a  ditch  beside 
a  hedge.  The  water  lower  in  its  course  flows  on  in  a  small  channel 
worked  by  the  water  and  over  swamp}*  places  where  the  cattle  had  trod- 
den in  the  soil.  Still  lower  down,  after  passing  through  one  or  two  fields, 
it  arrives  in  what  is  described  as  a  natural  valley,  and  after  this  it  would 
have  probably  communicated  with  Longwood  Brook,  but  for  its  diver- 
sion into  the  Mill  Owners'  Compensation  Reservoir,  which  is  in  fact  the 
same  thing. 

There  is  here  also,  we  think,  nothing  found  to  take  the  water  from 
this  well  out  of  the  same  class  as  the  three  former  cases.  We  must 
consider  the  stream  in  its  beginning,  not  after  it  has  arrived  in  the  nat- 
ural valley  communicating  with  the  reservoir.  If  the  water,  after  hav- 
ing arrived  there,  had  been  then  diverted,  the  case  would  be  different. 
The  water  falling  from  heaven  on  the  side  of  a  hill,  we  have  before  said, 
may  be  appropriated,  though  not  after  it  has  once  arrived  at  a  defined 
natural  watercourse  ;  and  here  the  question  is,  whether  this  water  in  its 
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first  origin,  and  before  it  has  arrived  at  any  definite  natural  watercourse 
conveying  it  onwards  towards  Longwood  Brook,  has  not  been  inter- 
cepted by  the  defendant's  drain,  and  so  appropriated  by  him ;  and  we 
think  it  has.  For  what  are  the  facts?  The  water  in  dispute  is  only 
the  overflow  of  a  well,  and  the  well  is  now  prevented  from  overflowing. 
But  when  before  it  did  overflow  it  ran  into  a  ditch  (the  lowest  adjoin- 
ing ground)  made  artificially,  and  for  a  different  purpose,  running  be- 
side a  hed<re.  This  was  no  natural  defined  watercourse.  After  this, 
it  squandered  itself  over  a  swamp  made  by  the  feet  of  cattle  treading 
about,  and  it  is  not  till  long  after  this,  that  what  still  remained  of  it 
found  its  way  into  what  may  there  perhaps  be  correctly  called  a  definite 
natural  watercourse,  receiving  this  and  probably  other  water  from  other 
sources  also.  This  part  of  the  case,  we  think,  is  wholly  undistinguish- 
able  from,  and  is  governed  by  the  decision  of  this  court  in,  the  late  case 
of  Raicstron  v.  Taylor,  11  Ex.  369. 

This  complaint,  therefore,  fails  also.  The  result  is  (without  going 
into  any  question  as  to  this  being  done  by  the  defendant  Atkinson  in 
the  rightful  exercise  of  his  power  of  draining  his  own  lands,  which  prob- 
ably the  pleadings  do  not  raise),  that  the  plaintiff  has  failed  to  establish 
any  right  to  the  natural  flow  of  these  four  streams  of  water,  or  any  of 
them,  and  that  on  this  part  of  the  case  our  judgment  must  be  for  the 
defendants.  Judgment  for  the  defendants. 


SAMRSON  v.  HODDINOTT. 
-j^e^o/C      4^u^— /^* 
COMMON  PLEAS.     1857. 

{Reported  1  G.  B.  N.  £  590.] 

CRESSWELL,  J.,1  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court 

In  this  case,  several  causes  of  complaint  were  brought  forward  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  —  first,  in  respect  of  the  diversion  of  the  River 
Yeo ;  secondly,  in  respect  of  the  diversion  of  a  stream  called  the 
Back  Water ;  thirdly,  in  respect  of  the  obstruction  and  diversion  of  a 
stream  called  the  Silver  Lake  Spring. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument,  the  court  decided  all  the  points  that 
were  raised  in  respect  of  the  two  latter  causes  of  complaint,  in  favor  of 
the  defendant ;  but  they  took  time  to  consider  the  question  arising  on 
the  first. 

The  result  of  the  facts  as  to  this  part  of  the  case  appears  to  us  to  be 
as  follows,  viz.,  that  the  plaintiff  had  immemorially  enjoyed  the  benefit 
of  irrigating  certain  of  his  meadows  with  the  water  of  the  River  Yeo, 
subject,  however,  to  the  right  of  the  miller  at  West  Mill  to  detain  the 
water  for  the  use  of  his  mill.  Although  the  natural  flow  of  the  river 

1  The  opinion  only  is  given. 


120  SAMPSON  V.   HODDINOTT. 

was  prevented  by  the  exercise  of  this  right,  yet  the  water  was  allowed 
to  come  down  at  such  times  that  the  plaintiff  was  enabled  to  irrigate  his 
meadows  effectuall}*.  But,  of  late,  the  defendant,  for  the  purpose  of 
irrigating  his  own  adjacent  land,  had  from  time  to  time  diverted  the 
water  after  it  had  passed  the  mill,  and  before  it  reached  the  plaintiff's 
meadows  ;  and,  although  the  facts  stated  in  the  special  case  do  not,  in 
our  opinion,  lead  to  &ny  certain  conclusion,  that,  b}*  the  mere  irrigation 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  the  quantity  of  water  which  ultimately 
reached  the  plaintiff's  meadows  was  sensibly  diminished,  yet  the  effect 
was,  that  the  water  was  detained,  by  the  process  of  irrigation,  and  did 
not  arrive  till  so  late  in  the  day  that  the  plaintiff  was  deprived  of  the 
power  to  use  it  fully. 

The  question  is,  whether  such  a  diversion  and  detaining  of  the  water 
by  the  defendant  is  actionable. 

It  was  contended,  on  his  part,  that  it  was  not,  because  he  had  a  right 
by  law,  as  a  riparian  proprietor,  to  apply  the  water  of  the  stream  to 
irrigate  his  adjacent  land,  provided  he  did  so  (as  it  was  admitted  he 
did)  in  a  careful  and  proper  manner. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  denied,  generally,  that  a  riparian 
proprietor  has  any  such  right :  and  it  was  also  contended,  that,  at  all 
events,  in  this  case  the  plaintiff  had  gained  a  title  to  the  uninterrupted 
flow  of  the  stream  by  immemorial  enjoyment. 

As  to  the  latter  proposition,  it  appears  to  us  that  all  persons  having 
lands  on  the  margin  of  a  flowing  stream  have,  by  nature,  certain  rights 
to  use  the  water  of  that  stream,  whether  they  exercise  those  rights  or 
not;  and  that  they  may  begin  to  exercise  them  whenever  they  will. 
"By  usage,  they  ma}'  acquire  a  right  to  use  the  water  in  a  manner  not 
justified  by  their  natural  rights  :  but  such  acquired  right  has  no  opera- 
tion against  the  natural  rights  of  a  landowner  higher  up  the  stream, 
unless  the  user  by  which  it  was  acquired  affects  the  use  that  he  himself 
has  made  of  the  stream,  or  his  power  to  use  it,  so  as  to  raise  the  pre- 
sumption of  a  grant,  and  so  render  the  tenement  above  a  servient  tene- 
ment. If  the  user  of  the  stream  by  the  plaintiff  for  irrigation  was 
merely  an  exercise  of  his  natural  right,  such  user,  however  long  con- 
tinued, would  not  render  the  defendant's  tenement  a  servient  tenement, 
or  in  any  way  affect  the  natural  rights  of  the  defendant  to  use  the 
water.  If  the  user  by  the  plaintiff  was  larger  than  his  natural  rights 
would  justify,  still  there  is  no  evidence  of  its  affecting  the  defendant's 
tenement,  or  the  natural  use  of  the  water  by  the  defendant,  so  as  to 
render  it  a  servient  tenement. 

But,  if  the  user  by  the  defendant  has  been  beyond  his  natural  right, 
it  matters  not  how  much  the  plaintiff  has  used  the  water,  or  whether  he 
has  used  it  at  all.  In  either  case,  his  right  has  been  equally  invaded, 
and  the  action  is  maintainable.1 

1  See  Harrop  v.  Hirst,  L.  R.  4  Ex.  43. 

"  The  case  of  a  stream  affords  a  very  clear  illustration  of  the  difference  between  in- 
jury and  damage  ;  for  the  pollution  of  a  clear  stream  is  to  a  riparian  proprietor  below 
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The  question  between  the  parties  is  thus  reduced  to  this  single  point : 
Has  the  defendant  used  the  water  as  any  riparian  proprietor  may  use 
it,  or  has  he  gone  bej'ond  that? 

The  general  principle  of  law  which,  in  our  opinion,  may  be  deduced 
from  the  decision  of  Embrey  v.  Owen,  6  Exch.  353,  and  the  authorities 
cited  by  Parke,  B.,  in  delivering  judgment  in  that  case,  is,  that  every 
proprietor  of  lands  on  the  banks  of  a  natural  stream  has  a  right  to  use 
the  water,  provided  he  so  uses  it  as  not  to  work  any  material  injury  to 
the  rights  of  other  proprietors  above  or  below  on  the  stream. 

In  the  present  case,  it  appears  to  us,  on  the  evidence,  that  the  deten- 
tion by  the  defendant,  under  the  circumstances,  of  the  water  of  the 
River  Yeo  for  the  purposes  of  irrigation,  was  a  use  of  it  which,  in  its 
character,  was  necessarily  injurious  to  the  natural  rights  of  the  plain- 
tiff as  the  proprietor  of  land  lower  down  the  stream.  The  effect  was 
obviously  the  same  as  if  the  defendant  had  placed  a  bar  or  weir  across 
the  river,  and  by  that  means  had  wholly  prevented  its  natural  course 
for  a  certain  number  of  hours.  And  it  appears  to  us  that  there  is 
neither  authority  nor  principle  for  contending  that  such  an  act  can  be 
justified  on  the  ground  that  it  was  done  for  the  purpose  of  improving 
the  adjacent  land  of  the  defendant,  whether  by  irrigation  or  otherwise. 

For  these  reasons,  we  are  of  opinion  that  our  judgment  must  be  for 
the  plaintiff  as  to  such  part  of  his  complaint  as  relates  to  the  River  Yeo, 
and,  as  to  the  rest  of  the  alleged  causes  of  action,,  for  the  defendant. 

Judgment  accordingly. 

M.  Smith,  Q.  C.  (with  whom  were  Ifinglake,  Serjt.,  and  Barstow), 
for  the  plaintiff. 

Butt,  Q.  C.  (with  whom  were  Slade,  Q.  C.,  and  Ffooks),  contra. 


CHASEMORE  v.   RICHARDS. 

HOUSE  OF  LORDS.     1859. 

[^  7  *  L.  o.  m] 

THIS  was  a  proceeding  in  error  on  a  judgment  in  the  Court 
quer  Chamber.      The  plaintiff  was  a  millowner  near  Croydon  ;   the 
defendant,  the  clerk  of  the  Local  Board  of  Health  of  that  town,  in 
which  character  he  was  sued. 

The  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  an  ancient 
mill,  with  the  appurtenances,  and  was  entitled  to  the  flow  of  a  certain 
stream,  called  the  Wandle,  for  the  purpose  of  working,  using,  and 


both  injury  and  damage,  whilst  the  pollution  of  a  stream  already  made  foul  and  use-      .  «. 

less  by  other  pollutions  is  an  injury  without  damage,  which  would,  however,  at  once 

become  both  injury  and  damage  on  the  cessation  of  the  other  pollutions."     Per  FRY,  J.,    K,      A 


in  Pennington  v.  Brinsop  Hall  Coal  Co.,  5  Ch.  D.  769,  772.     See  also  Crossley  v.  Light-    K^/* 


owler,  L.  B.  2  Ch.  478. 
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more  conveniently  enjoying  the  said  mill,  and  that  the  said  board 
wrongfully  abstracted  and  prevented  the  flow  of  and  diverted  the  water 
of  the  said  stream  away  from  the  said  mill,  and  wrongfully  abstracted 
and  prevented  and  intercepted  the  flow  of  and  diverted  water  which 
ought  to  have  flowed  into  the  said  stream  and  mill,  and  continued  to 
abstract,  prevent,  divert,  and  intercept  the  same  respectivel}-,  b}'  dig- 
ging and  sinking  a  well  near  to  the  said  stream,  and  taking  the  water 
of  such  well. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  Not  guilty,  by  Statute.  The  Statute  stated 
in  the  margin  was  11  &  12  Viet  c.  63,  §  139,  a  public  Act.  Upon  this 
plea  issue  was  joined. 

The  cause  came  on  for  trial  at  the  Kingston  Assizes  in  March,  1854, 
before  Mr.  Baron  Aklerson,  when  a  verdict  was  entered  for  the  plain- 
tiff, subject  to  the  award  of  Mr.  Creasy,  with  power  to  him  to  state 
a  special  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  court.  A  case  was  stated,  and 
the  following  are  the  material  facts  set  forth  in  it :  — 

u  The  plaintiff  is,  and  at  the  time  of  the  acts  complained  of  was, 
possessed  of  and  was  the  occupier  of  an  ancient  mill  on  the  River  Wan- 
die,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  called  Waddon  Mill,  situate  about  one 
mile  from  the  town  of  Croydon  in  the  said  county. 

"  The  plaintiff,  and  the  preceding  possessors  and  occupiers  of  the 
said  mill,  had,  for  upwards  of  sixty  years  next  before  the  acts  of  the 
local  board  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  for  upwards  of  sixty  years  next 
before  the  bringing  of  the  action,  used  and  enjo3*ed  as  of  right,  and 
been  entitled,  to  use  and  enjoy  the  flow  of  the  said  river  for  the  purpose 
of  working  and  using  the  said  mill. 

"The  River  Wandle  commences,  and  always  has  commenced,  its 
course  near  the  part  of  the  town  of  Croydon  which  is  nearest  to  the 
said  mill,  and  the  said  river  flows  and  alwa}-s  has  flowed  thence  to  and 
b}"  the  plaintiff's  mill. 

"  The  River  Wandle  is,  and  always  has  been,  fed  and  supplied  above 
the  plaintiffs  mill  by  (among  other  sources  of  supply)  the  water  pro- 
duced b}'  the  rainfall  on  a  district  of  many  thousand  acres  in  extent, 
comprising  the  town  of  Croydon  and  its  vicinity. 

"  Large  quantities  of  this  water  sink  into  the  upper  ground  to  various 
depths,  and  then  flow  and  percolate  through  the  strata  towards  and  to 
the  River  Waudle  (if  not  interfered  with),  in  some  instances  rising  to 
the  surface  as  springs,  and  then  flowing  as  little  surface  streams  into  the 
river ;  in  other  instances  finding  their  whole  wa}*  underground  into  the 
river.  The  precise  lines  and  courses  in  which  the  underground  runlets 
and  particles  of  water  so  find  their  way  underground  towards  and  to 
the  river  vary  continually  and  infinitely  with  the  shiftings  and  varia- 
tions in  the  soil  which  occur  from  natural  causes,  but  the  general  flow 
of  large  quantities  of  water  to  the  River  Wandle  is  as  above  described ; 
and  if  the}'  are  not  interfered  with  or  intercepted,  they  form  consider- 
able sources  of  supply  to  the  river,  as  well  above  as  below  the  plaintiff's 
mill. 
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"  It  is  impossible  to  know  beforehand  the  precise  or  complete  effect 
which  the  sinking  a  new  well,  and  pumping  from  it  in  any  part  of  the 
district  above  described,  may  have  upon  springs  or  streams  in  the 
vicinity  ;  the  effect  may  be  instantly  sensible  and  considerable,  or  for  a 
long  time  no  sensible  effect  ma}"  appear ;  but  the  natural  effect  of  ab- 
stracting a  large  quantity  of  water  at  any  spot  of  the  district  above 
described  is  to  diminish  the  quantity  at  every  other  spot  throughout 
the  district,  though  the  amount  of  diminution  at  particular  spots  may 
be  iiifinitesimally  small ;  and  the  natural  effect  to  be  reasonably  ex- 
pected from  sinking  a  new  well  in  such  a  district,  and  from  continually 
or  almost  continually  pumping  thence  large  quantities  of  water  for  a 
long  time,  must  be  the  sensible  diminution  of  the  water  supply  of 
springs  and  streams  in  the  vicinity. 

"  The  above  description  is  to  be  taken  to  apply  to  the  district  in 
question,  not  merel}7  at  the  present  time,  but  for  sixty  years  and  up- 
wards next  before  the  works  and  acts  of  the  Local  Board  of  Health 
hereinafter  mentioned,  and  for  sixty  }*ears  and  upwards  before  the 
bringing  of  the  action. 

"  The  Local  Board  of  Health  for  the  town  of  Cro}'don  was  dury  con- 
stituted under  the  '  Public  Health  Act,'  and  under  the  '  Public  Health 
Supplemental  Act,  1849.' 

"  In  the  3-ear  of  our  Lord  1851,  the  said  local  board,  for  the  purpose 
of  supplying  the  town  of  Croydon  with  water,  and  for  other  sanitary 
purposes  under  the  said  Statutes,  made  and  sank  a  large  well  to  the 
depth  of  sevent}~-four  feet  in  their  own  ground,  in  a  piece  of  land  of 
and  belonging  to  them  in  the  town  of  Croydon,  and  within  the  district 
which  has  been  above  described.  The  distance  of  the  said  well  from 
the  commencement  of  the  River  Wandle  is  about  a  quarter  of  a  mile. 
They  also  erected  pumps  and  steam-engines  on  their  said  ground,  and 
began  to  pump  water  from  the  well  into  a  reservoir  and  pipes,  for  the 
supply  of  the  town  at  the  end  of  the  said  year,  and,  with  slight  periods 
of  intermission,  have  continued  to  do  so  to  the  present  time. 

"  The  amount  of  water  so  pumped  and  taken  by  them  through  and 
from  the  said  well  during  the  period  of  six  calendar  months  from  the 
16th  of  August,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1853,  to  the  16th  day  of 
February  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1854,  was  between  500,000  and 
600,000  gallons  daily.  Part  of  the  said  quantity  of  water  so  then 
pumped  and  taken  b}'  them  through  and  from  the  said  well,  was  water 
then  flowing  and  finding  its  way  underground  through  the  strata  in  the 
manner  above  described,  towards  the  River  Wandle,  and  which,  if  not 
intercepted  by  the  operation  of  the  said  well  and  pumping,  would  have 
flowed  and  found  its  way  into  the  River  Wandle  above  the  plaintiffs 
mill ;  but  which  by  the  operation  of  the  said  well  and  pumping,  was 
drawn  away  into  the  said  well,  and  thence  pumped  up  and  taken  by  the 
said  local  board  :  and  I  find,  as  a  fact,  that  the  said  local  board  did 
during  the  six  months  aforesaid,  by  means  of  the  said  well  and  pump- 
ing, abstract,  divert,  and  intercept  underground  water,  but  underground 
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water  only,  that  otherwise  would  have  flowed  and  found  its  way  into 
the  River  Wandle,  and  would  then  and  there,  as  part  of  the  water  and 
stream  of  the  said  river,  have  flowed  and  found  its  way  to  the  said  mill 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  have  been  applicable  and  serviceable  to  and  for  the 
working  thereof,  and  that  the  same  was  sufficient  in  quantity  to  have 
been  of  sensible  value  in  and  towards  the  working  of  the  said  mill. 

"  And  I  find  that  the  said  local  board  did  not,  during  any  part  of  the 
time  in  question,  intercept,  divert,  or  abstract,  or  draw  into  their  well, 
anjr  water  which  had  already  joined  the  said  River  Wandle  and  become 
integral  part  of  the  same,  or  which  had  already  joined  and  become 
integral  part  of  any  surface  stream  running  into  the  said  river. 

"  I  further  find  that  the  said  local  board,  throughout  all  their  acts 
and  works  hereinbefore  described,  were  actuated  by  no  malice  against 
the  plaintiff  or  any  one  else,  and  that  they  did  not  intend  in  an}-  way  to 
diminish  the  quantity  of  water  in  the  River  Wandle,  or  to  injure  any 
person  interested  in  the  use  of  the  said  river ;  but  the  said  board  at  the 
time  of  their  said  acts  and  works,  and  throughout  the  said  period  of 
six  months  particularly  in  question  in  this  cause,  had  reasonable  means 
of  knowing  the  probable  and  natural  effects  of  their  said  acts  and  works. 

"In  considering  this  case,  the  court  is  to  have  power  to  draw  all 
inferences  of  fact  which  a  jur}*  might  draw. 

"  The  question  for  the  opinion  and  judgment  of  the  court  is  whether, 
under  these  circumstances,  the  said  Local  Board  of  Health  is  legally 
liable  in  this  action  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  abstraction  of  water  as  above 
described." 

On  the  14th  May,  1856,  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  acting  upon  the 
authority  of  Broadbent,  v.  Ramsbotham,  11  Exch.  602,  and  without 
hearing  any  argument,  gave  judgment  for  the  defendant. 

On  the  12th  Ma}*,  1857,  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  affirmed 
that  judgment,  Mr.  Justice  Coleridge  differing  from  the  other  judges. 
2  H.  &  N.  168.  On  this  judgment  error  was  suggested. 

The  judges  were  summoned,  and  Mr.  Justice  Wightman,  Mr.  Justice 
Williams,  Mr.  Baron  Martin,  Mr.  Justice  Crompton,  Mr.  Baron  Bram- 
well,  and  Mr.  Baron  Watson,  attended. 

Mr.  BoviU  and  Mr.  Needham  (Mr.  Raymond  was  with  them) ,  for 
the  plaintiff  in  error. 

The,  Attorney- General  (Sir  F.  Kelly)  and  Mr.  G.  Miller)  for  the 
defendant  in  error. 

The  LORD  CHANCELLOR  (Lord  Chelmsford)  proposed  for  the  opinion 
of  the  judges  the  following  question :  "  Whether  under  the  circum- 
stances stated  in  the  printed  case,  the  Cro}*don  Local  Board  of  Health 
is  legally  liable  to  the  action  of  the  appellant  for  the  abstraction  of 
the  water  in  the  manner  described  ?  " 

Mr.  Justice  Wightman  delivered  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  judges 
who  had  been  present  at  the  argument.  They  answered  the  question 
in  the  negative.1 

1  The  opinion  of  the  judges  is  omitted. 
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LORD  CHELMSFORD.  My  Lords,  the  question  in  this  case  is,  whether 
the  plaintiff  in  error  is  entitled  to  claim  against  the  defendant  the  right 
to  have  the  benefit  of  the  rain  water  which  falls  upon  a  district  of  many 
thousand  acres  in  extent,  and  percolates  through  the  strata  to  the  River 
Wandle,  increasing  the  supply  of  water  in  the  river,  and  being  of  sen- 
sible value  in  and  towards  the  working  of  an  ancient  mill  belonging  to 
the  plaintiff.  The  acts  of  the  defendant  by  which  this  underground 
water  was  interrupted  and  prevented  from  finding  its  way  into  the 
river,  were  done  upon  his  own  land. 

It  was  conceded  by  the  plaintiff  in  argument,  that  a  landowner  had  a 
limited  and  qualified  right  to  appropriate  water,  the  course  of  which  is 
invisible  and  undefined,  exactly  to  the  same  extent  and  for  the  same 
purposes  as  he  would  be  entitled  to  use  water  flowing  in  a  defined  and 
visible  channel.  This,  it  was  contended,  must  be  confined  to  a  reason- 
able use  of  the  water  for  domestic  and  agricultural  purposes,  and  per- 
haps (it  was  said)  according  to  the  opinion  of  Chancellor  Kent,  for 
the  purposes  of  manufacture  also.  It  must  further  be  admitted  (and 
appeared  to  be  so  in  argument) ,  that  in  addition  to  these  direct  uses  to 
which  the  water  may  be  diverted,  if,  in  the  regular  course  of  mining 
operations  the  percolation  of  underground  water  is  arrested  in  its  pro- 
gress, and  prevented  reaching  a  point  where  it  would  have  increased  a 
supply  which  had  previously  been  usefully  employed  by  an  adjoining 
landowner,  he  can  maintain  no  action  for  the  loss  of  the  water  thus  cut 
off  from  him.  A  distinction  was  suggested  between  such  a  use  as  the 
one  last  mentioned,  where  the  interception  of  the  water  was  merel}'  the 
consequence  of  operations  upon  a  party's  own  land,  and  the  present, 
where  the  very  end  and  object  of  the  act  done  was  to  collect  and  appro- 
priate the  water.  And  upon  the  state  of  things  existing  in  this  case,  a 
further  distinction  was  insisted  upon  between  a  party  sinking  a  well  in 
his  own  land  for  domestic,  or  agricultural,  or  manufacturing  purposes, 
and  a  public  board  or  a  water  company  doing  the  same  thing  for  sani- 
tary purposes,  or  for  supplying  the  inhabitants  of  the  neighborhood 
with  water. 

Before,  however,  the  plaintiff  can  question  the  act  of  the  defendant, 
or  discuss  with  him  the  reasonableness  of  the  claim  to  appropriate  this 
underground  water  for  these  purposes  (whatever  they  may  be),  he  must 
first  establish  his  own  right  to  have  it  pass  freely  to  his  mill,  subject 
only  to  the  qualified  and  restricted  use  of  it,  to  which  each  owner  may 
be  entitled  through  whose  land  it  may  make  its  way.  It  seems  to  me 
that  both  principle  and  authorit}7  are  opposed  to  such  a  right. 

The  law  as  to  water  flowing  in  a  certain  and  definite  channel,  has 
been  conclusively  settled  by  a  series  of  decisions,  in  which  the  whole 
subject  has  been  very  fully  and  satisfactorily  considered,  and  the  rela- 
tive rights  and  duties  of  riparian  proprietors  have  been  carefully  ad- 
justed and  established.  The  principle  of  these  decisions  seems  to  me  to 
be  applicable  to  all  water  flowing  in  a  certain  and  defined  course, 
whether  in  an  open  visible  stream  or  in  a  known  subterranean  channel ; 
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and  I  agree  with  the  observation  of  Lord  Chief  Baron  Pollock,  in 
Dickinson  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Canal  Company,  7  Exch.  300, 
301,  "  that  if  the  course  of  a  subterranean  stream  were  well  known,  as 
is  the  case  with  many  which  sink  underground,  pursue  for  a  short  space 
a  subterraneous  course,  and  then  emerge  again,  it  never  could  be  con- 
tended that  the  owner  of  the  soil  under  which  the  stream  flowed  could 
not  maintain  an  action  for  the  diversion  of  it,  if  it  took  place  under 
such  circumstances  as  would  have  enabled  him  to  recover  had  the 
stream  been  wholly  above  ground."  But  it  appears  to  me  that  the 
principles  which  apply  to  flowing  water  in  streams  or  rivers,  the  right 
to  the  flow  of  which  in  its  natural  state  is  incident  to  the  property 
through  which  it  passes,  are  wholly  inapplicable  to  water  percolating 
through  underground  strata  which  has  no  certain  course,  no  defined 
limits,  but  which  oozes  through  the  soil  in  ever}*  direction  in  which  the 
rain  penetrates.  There  is  no  difficulty  in  determining  the  rights  of  the 
different  proprietors  to  the  usufruct  of  the  water  in  a  running  stream. 
Whether  it  has  been  increased  by  floods  or  diminished  by  drought,  it 
flows  on  in  the  same  ascertained  course,  and  the  use  which  ever}*  owner 
may  claim  is  only  of  the  water  which  has  entered  into  and  become  a 
part  of  the  stream.  But  the  right  to  percolating  underground  water  is 
necessarily  of  a  very  uncertain  description.  When  does  this  right  com- 
mence? Before  or  after  the  rain  has  found  its  way  to  the  ground?  If 
the  owner  of  land  through  which  the  water  filters  cannot  intercept  it  in 
its  progress,  can  he  prevent  its  descending  to  the  earth  at  all,  by  catch- 
ing it  in  tanks  or  cisterns?  And  how  far  will  the  right  to  this  water 
supply  extend? 

In  this  case,  the  water  which  ultimately  finds  its  way  to  the  River 
Wandle  is  strained  through  the  soil  of  several  thousand  acres.  Are 
the  most  distant  landowners,  as  well  as  the  adjacent  ones,  to  be  bound, 
at  their  peril,  to  take  care  to  use  their  lands  so  as  not  to  interrupt  the 
oozing  of  the  water  through  the  soil  to  a  greater  extent  than  shall  be 
necessary  for  their  own  actual  wants  ?  For,  with  Mr.  Justice  Coleridge, 
I  do  not  see  here  "  how  the  ignorance  "  which  the  landowner  has  of 
the  course  of  the  springs  below  the  surface,  of  the  changes  they  under- 
go, and  of  the  date  of  their  commencement,  "  is  material  in  respect  of 
a  right  which  does  not  grow  out  of  the  assent  or  acquiescence  of  the 
landholder,  as  in  the  case  of  a  servitude,  but  out  of  the  nature  of  the 
thing  itself."  2  H.  &  N.  191. 

This  distinction  between  water  flowing  in  a  definite  channel,  and 
water  whether  above  or  under  ground  not  flowing  in  a  stream  at  all, 
but  either  draining  off  the  surface  of  the  land,  or  oozing  through  the 
underground  soil  in  varying  quantities  and  in  uncertain  directions, 
depending  upon  the  variations  of  the  atmosphere,  appears  to  be  well 
settled  by  the  cases  cited  in  argument.  In  Rawstron  v.  Taylor,  11 
Exch.  369,  382,  it  was  held  that,  in  the  case  of  common  surface  water, 
rising  out  of  spring}*  or  boggy  ground,  and  flowing  in  no  definite  chan- 
nel, the  landower  was  entitled  to  get  rid  of  it  in  any  way  he  pleased, 
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although  it  contributed  to  the  supply  of  the  plaintiffs  mill.  And  in 
Broadbent  v.  Ramsbotham,  11  Exch.  602,  it  was  decided  that  a  land- 
owner has  a  right  to  appropriate  surface  water  which  flows  over  his 
land  in  no  definite  channel,  although  the  water  is  thereby  prevented 
from  reaching  a  brook,  the  stream  of  which  had  for  more  than  fifty 
3*ears  worked  the  plaintiffs  mill.  Baron  Alderson,  in  delivering  the 
judgment  of  the  court  in  that  case  sa3*s  (11  Exch.  615) :  "  No  doubt  all 
the  water  falling  from  heaven  and  shed  upon  the  surface  of  a  hill,  at 
the  foot  of  which  a  brook  runs,  must,  by  the  natural  force  of  gravity, 
find  its  wajr  to  the  bottom,  and  so  into  the  brook;  but  this  does  not 
prevent  the  owner  of  the  land  on  which  this  water  falls  from  dealing 
with  it  as  he  may  please,  and  appropriating  it.  He  cannot,  it  is  true, 
do  so  if  the  water  has  arrived  at  and  is  flowing  in  some  natural  channel 
already  formed.  But  he  has  a  perfect  right  to  appropriate  it  before  it 
arrives  at  such  channel." 

These  cases  apply  to  the  right  to  surface  water  not  flowing  in  any 
defined  natural  watercourse.  But,  of  course,  the  principles  they  estab- 
lish are  equally,  if  not  more  strongl}*,  applicable  to  subterranean  water 
of  the  same  casual,  undefined,  and  varying  description.  This  appears 
clearly  to  have  been  the  opinion  of  Lord  Chief  Justice  Tindal  and  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  in  the  case  of  Acton  v.  Blundell,  12  M. 
&  W.  324,  348 ;  for,  although  the  court  abstained  from  intimating 
any  opinion  as  to  what  might  have  been  the  rule  of  law  if  there  had 
been  an  uninterrupted  user  for  twenty  years  of  the  well  of  the  plaintiff, 
which  had  been  laid  dry  b}T  the  mining  operations  of  the  defendant,  yet 
the  Chief  Justice  having  prefaced  his  judgment  by  stating,  that  "  the 
question  argued  had  been  in  substance  this :  whether  the  right  to  the 
enjoyment  of  an  underground  spring,  or  of  a  well  supplied  by  such 
underground  spring,  is  governed  by  the  same  rule  of  law  as  that  which 
applies  to  and  regulates  a  watercourse  flowing  on  the  surface,"  he  con- 
cludes with  these  words  (12  M.  &  W.  353)  :  "  We  think  that  the  present 
case  is  not  to  be  governed  by  the  law  which  applies  to  rivers  and  flow- 
ing streams,  but  that  it  rather  falls  within  that  principle  which  gives  to 
the  owner  of  the  soil  all  that  lies  beneath  his  surface ;  that  the  land  im- 
mediately below  is  his  property,  whether  it  is  solid  rock,  or  porous 
ground,  or  venous  earth,  or  part  soil,  part  water ;  that  the  person  who 
owns  the  surface  may  dig  therein,  and  appl}'  all  that  is  there  found  to 
his  own  purposes  at  his  free  will  and  pleasure  ;  and  that  if,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  such  right,  he  intercepts  or  drains  off  the  water  collected  from 
underground  springs  in  his  neighbor's  well,  this  inconvenience  to  his 
neighbor  falls  within  the  description  of  damnum  absque  injuria,  which 
cannot  become  the  ground  of  an  action." 

The  Court  of  Exchequer,  in  the  present  case,  gave  judgment  for  the 
defendants  without  argument,  on  the  authority  of  the  decision  in  Broad- 
bent  v.  Ramsbotham.  The  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  affirmed  that 
judgment,  there  having  been  only  one  dissentient  opinion,  which,  how- 
ever, pronounced  as  it  was  by  a  most  learned  and  able  judge  (Mr. 
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Justice  Coleridge),  is  certainly  entitled  to  the  highest  respect.  The 
judges,  of  whose  assistance  your  Lordships  have  had  the  advantage, 
have  been  unanimous  in  their  agreement  with  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber. 

Against  this  concurrence  of  authorit}*,  what  is  there  to  be  opposed  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff,  but  the  Nisi  Prius  case  of  Balston  v.  Bensted,  1 
Camp.  463,  and  the  case  of  Dickinson  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Canal 
Company,  1  Exch.  282  ?  With  respect  to  Balston  v.  Bensted,  it  does 
not  appear  that  the  question  of  the  right  to  water  percolating  through 
the  strata,  as  contradistinguished  from  water  flowing  in  a  visible 
stream,  was  ever  presented  to  Lord  Ellenborough's  mind,  as  it  is  stated, 
that  the  defence  was  intended  to  be  set  up,  but  that  he  observed,  early 
in  the  trial,  that  there  could  be  no  doubt  but  that  twenty  years'  exclu- 
sive enjoyment  of  water  in  any  particular  manner  affords  a  conclusive 
presumption  of  right  in  the  party  so  enjoying  it.  Whether,  by  the 
words,  "  in  any  particular  manner,"  his  Lordship  meant  to  point  to  the 
right  claimed  in  that  case,  or  intended  to  state  a  proposition  applicable 
to  all  water  of  which  there  had  been  a  twent}'  j'ears'  enjoj'ment,  from 
whatever  source  it  might  be  derived,  it  is  impossible  to  gather  from  the 
report ;  but  the  question  was  never  argued ;  and  as,  upon  proof  that 
the  decrease  of  the  water  in  the  plaintiff's  bath  had  been  occasioned  by 
the  operations  in  the  defendant's  quarry,  the  case  was  at  once  referred, 
it  can  hardly  be  urged  as  any  authority  at  all  upon  a  point  of  such  im- 
portance, and  which  requires  so  much  consideration  as  that  which  it  is 
supposed  to  have  decided. 

With  respect  to  the  case  of  Dickinson  v.  The  Grand  Junction 
Canal  Company,  upon  which  the  plaintiff  also  relied,  after  the  obser- 
vations made  upon  it  by  Mr.  Justice  Cresswell  in  the  Exchequer  Cham- 
ber, and  by  Mr.  Justice  Wightman  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
judges  to  this  House,  it  is  unnecessary  for  me  to  say  more  than  that  I 
entirely  agree  with  them,  and  think  that  it  can  hardly  be  regarded  as 
a  satisfactor}f  decision  upon  the  point  now  under  consideration.  It 
appears  to  me,  that  reason  and  principle,  as  well  as  authority,  are 
opposed  to  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  an  action  for  the  inter- 
ception of  the  underground  water  which  would  otherwise  have  ulti- 
mately found  its  way  to  the  River  Wandle,  and  that,  therefore,  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

LORD  WENSLETDALE.  My  Lords,  this  case  is  of  the  greatest  impor- 
tance, and  requires'  the  most  full  and  attentive  consideration.  No 
question  that  has  occurred  in  my  time  has  been  so  worthy  of  the  most 
careful  examination  ;  and  though  we  have  had  a  very  able  argument  at 
the  bar  from  the  learned  counsel,  and  we  also  have  been  favored  with 
the  able  and  unanimous  opinion  of  six  of  the  judges,  pronounced  by 
Mr.  Justice  Wightman,  I  must  own,  speaking  for  myself,  I  should  still 
desire  further  discussion,  as  I  have  felt  very  great  difficulty  in  coming 
to  a  conclusion  satisfactory  to  my  mind ;  so  many  difficulties  present 
themselves  on  both  sides. 
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As,  however,  my  noble  and  learned  friends  who  heard  the  case  argued 
at  the  bar  have  not  had  the  same  difficulty  in  deciding  that  I  have,  and 
acquiesce  in  the  propriety  of  the  case  being  now  disposed  of,  I  concur, 
though  not  without  very  serious  doubts  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  con- 
clusion at  which  the}*  have  arrived. 

Besides  the  opinion  of  the  learned  judges,  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice 
Wightman,  Baron  Bramwell  has  had  the  goodness  to  communicate  to 
me  one  which  he  wrote,  at  the  time  when  I  suppose  a  difference  of 
opinion  was  expected,  and  I  am  much  indebted  to  him,  as  the  subject 
is  discussed  by  him  with  much  ability. 

Your  Lordships  have,  for  the  first  time,  to  decide  the  question  as  to 
the  rights  to  underground  water.  There  are  two  conflicting  authorities  : 
the  case  under  appeal,  and  that  of  Dickinson  v.  The  Grand  Junction 
Canal  Company,  7  Exch.  282,  and  your  Lordships  have  to  decide 
between  them.  It  is  supposed  in  the  judgment  in  this  case,  delivered 
in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  by  Mr.  Justice  Cresswell,  that  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  had,  in  two  subsequent  cases,  JRawstron  v.  Taylor,  11 
Exch.  369,  and  Broadbent  v.  Ramsbotham,  11  Exch.  602,  25  Law  J., 
N.  S.,  Ex.  115,  decided  differently.  Those  cases  are  said  to  be  incon- 
sistent with  the  decision  in  Dickinson  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Canal 
Company,  and  virtually  to  overrule  it.  This  is  certainly  a  mistake, 
for  having  been  a  part}'  to  the  judgments  in  each  of  those  cases,  I  am 
sure  I  at  least  had  no  notion  of  impugning  the  doctrine  which  I  had 
joined  in  laying  down  before,  in  the  case  of  Dickinson  v.  The  Grand 
Junction  Canal  Company,  which  was  not  decided  without  great  con- 
sideration. In  Broadbent  v.  Ramsbotham,  it  did  not  appear  that  any 
water  which  percolated  the  strata  would  have  reached  the  brook  ;  and  I 
well  recollect  that,  on  the  argument,  I  so  considered,  and  therefore  that 
the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  on  the  ground  on  which  the  case  of  Dick- 
inson v.  The  Grand  Junction  Canal  Company  was  decided.  The 
argument  of  Mr.  Cowling,  as  reported  in  the  25  Law  Journal,  122, 
Exchequer,  which  is  fuller  than  that  in  the  11  Exchequer,  was  di- 
rected to  this  point.  I  may  add,  that  the  report  is  more  correct  than 
that  in  the  11  Exchequer,  which  attributes  to  me  too  limited  a 
view  of  the  decision  in  Dickinson  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Canal 
Company. 

The  subject  of  right  to  streams  of  water  flowing  on  the  surface  has 
been  of  late  years  fully  discussed,  and  by  a  series  of  "care  fully  consid- 
ered judgments  placed  upon  a  clear  and  satisfactory  footing.  It  has 
been  now  settled  that  the  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  a  natural  stream  of 
water  on  the  surface,  ex  jure  naturae,  belongs  to  the  proprietor  of  the 
adjoining  lands,  as  a  natural  incident  to  the  right  to  the  soil  itself,  and 
that  he  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  it,  as  he  is  to  all  the  other  natural 
advantages  belonging  to  the  land  of  which  he  is  the  owner.  He  has 
the  right  to  have  it  come  to  him  in  its  natural  state,  in  flow,  quantity, 
and  quality,  and  to  go  from  him  without  obstruction  ;  upon  the  same 
principle  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  support  of  his  neighbor's  soil  for  his 
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*  own  in  its  natural  state.  His  right  in  no  way  depends  upon  prescrip- 
tion, or  the  presumed  grant  of  his  neighbor. 

The  elaborate  judgment  of  Lord  Denman  in  the  case  of  Mason  v. 
Hill,  5  B.  &  Ad.  1,  in  1833,  reviewed  most  prior  judgments  and  author- 
ities of  importance  up  to  that  date,  and  fully  established  that  proposi- 
tion. But  former  authorities,  and  of  a  very  early  date,  when  carefully 
considered,  really  left  no  room  for  doubt  on  this  subject. 

In  the  case  of  Shury  v.  Pigott,  decided  in  1625,  3  Bulstr.  339, 
Poph.  1GG,  Palm.  444,  Whitlock,  Justice,  laid  it  down  that  "  a  water- 
course differs  from  a  way  or  common ;  that  it  doth  not  begin  by  pre- 
scription nor  yet  by  assent,  but  the  same  doth  begin  ex  jure  natures, 
having  taken  this  course  naturally,  and  cannot  be  averted,"  and  he 
observed  that  the  course  of  a  spring  is  a  natural  course  and  current, 
and  to  stop  this  may  be  a  nuisance  to  the  commonwealth,  and  a  private 
wrong.  And  in  Brown  v.  Best,  1  Wils.  174,  Lord  Chief  Justice  Lee 
is  reported  to  have  said  that  a  watercourse  is  jure  natures,  and  there- 
fore a  declaration  stating  merely  the  possession  of  the  place  through 
which  the  water  used  to  run  is  good.  And  Denison,  Justice,  said  that 
in  natural  watercourses  that  was  the  most  proper  mode  of  declaring. 

This  decision  in  the  case  of  Mason  v.  Hill  has  been  followed  by  many 
others  laying  down  the  same  proposition,  of  which  Wood  v.  Wctud,  3 
Exch.  748,  was  one.  Mason  v.  Hill  had  been  preceded  In-  the  case  of 
Wright  v.  Hoicard,  before  Vice-Chancellor  Sir  John  Leach,  1  Sim.  it  s. 
190.  And  it  was  followed  by  Embrey  v.  Owen,  6  Exch.  353,  and  by 
Dickinson  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Canal  Company,  1  Exch.  282, 

This  position  is  also  established  in  the  American  courts,  Tyler  \.  H'if- 
kinson,  4  Mason,  400,  and  sanctioned  by  the  best  writers  of  the  high- 
est authority,  Kent's  Commentaries  (3  Kent,  Com.  439-455).  And  it 
is  laid  down  as  the  first  proposition  in  the  very  able  treatise  on  Water- 
courses 03*  Mr.  Angell,  an  American  authority,  pages  1,  21,  22.  And 
it  has  been  held  in  America  that  the  law  implied  damage  from  the  viola- 
tion of  the  right :  vide  Angell  on  AVatercourses,  p.  98 ;  Pastorius  \. 
Fisher,  1  Rawle,  27,  —  a  matter  which  has  been  sometimes  doubted, 
though  probabby  without  sufficient  reason. 

We  may  consider,  therefore,  that  this  proposition  is  indisputable, 
that  the  right  of  the  proprietor  to  the  enjoyment  of  a  watercourse  on 
the  surface  is  a  natural  right,  and  not  acquired  by  occupation  of  the 
stream  itself,  or  presumed  grant.  And  the  expressions  used  by  Mr. 
Justice  Bayley  in  Willinms  v.  Morland,  2  B.  &  C.  910,  and  by  Lord 
Chief  Justice  Tindal  in  Liggins  v.  Inge,  7  Bing.  682,  tha,t  water  How- 
ing  in  a  stream  is  publici  juris,  and  the  property  of  the  first  occupier, 
are  founded  on  a  mistake  between  the  property  in  the  water  itself  and 
the  right  to  have  its  continual  flow. 

The  observations,  also,  of  Lord  Chief  Justice  Tindal  in  the  case  of 
Acton  v.  lilundell,  12  M.  &  W.  324,  and  of  Mr.  Justice  Maule  in 
Smith  v.  Kenrick,  7  C.  B.  515,  as  to  the  origin  of  the  right  to  the  con- 
tinual flow  of  a  superficial  stream,  being  the  presumed  acquiescence  of 
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the  proprietors  above  and  below,  and  which  is  the  foundation  of  the 
distinction  made  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  between  those  streams  and 
subterranean  watercourses,  cannot  be  supported. 

Now  the  right  to  a  natural  stream  flowing  in  a  definite  channel  is  not 
confined  to  streams  on  the  surface,  but  the  right  to  an  underground 
stream  flowing  in  a  known  and  definite  channel  is  equally  a  right  ex 
nattira,  and  an  incident  to  the  land  itself,  as  a  beneficial  adjunct  to  it, 
as  was  determined  in  the  case  of  Wood  v.  Waud,  3  Exch.  748. 

If  the  River  Wandle  in  this  case  had  been  supplied  by  natural  streams 
flowing  into  the  river  above  ground,  or  in  known  definite  channels 
below  ground,  the  cutting  off  those  streams  to  which  the  person  entitled 
to  the  use  of  the  river  was  entitled  ex  natura  as  feeders  of  the  river, 
would  be  an  injury  to  him,  and  give  a  right  of  action.  And  if  this  be 
true  with  regard  to  underground  streams  finding  their  way  into  the 
river,  then  comes  the  difficulty  how  to  distinguish  the  smaller  rivulets, 
and  the  drops  of  water  which  flow  and  percolate  into  and  supply  the 
river.  They  are  all  equally  the  gifts  of  nature  for  the  benefit  of  the 
proprietors  of  the  soil  through  and  into  which  they  flow.  The}'  are  all 
flowing  water,  the  property  in  which  is  not  vested  in  the  owner  of  the 
soil,  any  more  than  the  property  in  the  water  of  a  river  which  flows 
through  it  on  the  surface. 

In  Acton  v.  JBlundell  it  is  said  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Tindal,  that 
the  case  "  rather  falls  within  that  principle  which  gives  to  the  owner  of 
the  soil  all  that  lies  beneath  his  surface ;  that  the  land  immediately 
below  is  his  property,  whether  it  be  solid  rock,  or  porous  ground,  or 
venous  earth,  or  part  soil,  part  water ;  that  the  person  who  owns  the 
surface  may  dig  therein,  and  apply  all  that  he  finds  to  his  own  pur- 
poses, at  his  free  will  and  pleasure."  If  this  applies  to  water  under- 
ground in  a  natural  course  of  transit  (and  it  must  do  so  to  be  applicable 
at  all),  and  not  to  mere  stagnant  water,  I  agree  with  Mr.  Justice 
Coleridge  in  his  remark,  that  the  reason  why  it  is,  as  such,  more  the 
subject  of  property  than  the  water  flowing  above  ground,  is  not  ex- 
plained, 2  H.  &  N.  192.  Surely  the  use  of  the  flowing  water  in  each 
case,  and  not  the  property  in  it,  belongs  to  the  proprietor  of  the 
surface. 

As  to  that  part  of  Mr.  Justice  Coleridge's  opinion  in  which  he  relies 
on  the  possession  of  the  mill  for  thirty  or  sixty  years,  2  H.  &  N.  191, 
193,  I  think  he  is  wrong.  I  do  not  think  that  the  principle  on  which 
prescription  rests  can  be  applied ;  it  has  not  been  with  the  permission 
of  the  proprietor  of  the  land  that  the  streams  have  flowed  into  the  river 
for  twenty  years  or  upwards  :  "  qui  non  prohibit  quod prohibere  potest, 
assentire  videtur."  But  how  here  could  he  prevent  it?  He  could  not 
bring  an  action  against  the  adjoining  proprietor  ;  he  could  not  be  bound 
to  dig  a  deep  trench  in  his  own  land  to  cut  off  the  supplies  of  water,  in 
order  to  indicate  his  dissent.  It  is  going  very  far  to  say  that  a  man 
must  be  at  the  expense  of  putting  up  a  screen  to  window  lights  to  pre- 
vent a  title  being  gained  by  twenty  years'  enjoyment  of  light  passing 
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through  a  window.  But  this  case  would  go  very  far  beyond  that.  I 
think  that  the  enjoyment  of  the  right  to  these  natural  streams  cannot 
be  supported  by  any  length  of  user  if  it  does  not  belong  of  natural 
right  to  the  plaintiff.  For  the  same  reason  I  dispute  the  correctness  of 
Lord  Ellenborough's  opinion  in  the  case  of  the  spring  in  Balston  v. 
JJensted,  1  Camp.  463,  where  there  had  been  twenty  j-ears'  enjo}'ment 
of  it  in  a  particular  mode.  The  true  foundation  of  the  right  is,  that  it 
is  incident  to  the  land  ex  jure  naturae. 

"What,  then,  is  the  distinction  between  superficial  streams  and  sub- 
terranean water?  With  respect  to  underground  waters  percolating  the 
strata,  two  considerations  arise  which  make  a  material  difference  be- 
tween them  and  the  right  to  superficial  streams.  In  the  first  place, 
these  subterraneous  waters  cannot  be  actualty  enjoyed  (and  all  things 
are  given  to  be  enjoyed)  without  artificial  means.  The  water  must  be 
reduced  into  possession  before  it  can  be  used,  and  some  mode  of  re- 
ducing into  possession  must  be  permitted  by  law.  If  there  be  no  such 
right,  underground  water  is  comparatively  useless.  A  man  may  there- 
fore dig  for  his  own  suppby,  or  make  a  well  for  his  own  use  and  that  of 
his  family,  and,  in  so  doing,  he  may  deprive  his  neighbor's  land  of 
moisture,  and  even  tap  a  copious  spring,  and  prevent  it  from  flowing  to 
his  neighbor's  close.  It  can  rarely  happen  that  in  excavating,  in  order 
to  obtain  the  use  of  the  water,  some  injury  will  not  be  caused  to  the 
subterraneous  supplies  of  a  neighbor,  especially  ,as  the  precise  course 
and  direction  of  such  water  can  seldom  be  known  accurately  before- 
hand. 

In  the  second  place,  as  the  great  interests  of  societ}*  require  that  the 
cultivation  of  ever}'  man's  land  should  be  encouraged,  and  its  natural 
advantages  made  fully  available,  the  owner  must  be  permitted  to  dig  in 
his  own  soil,  and,  in  so  doing,  he  can  very  rarely  avoid  interfering  with 
the  subterraneous  waters  flowing  or  percolating  in  his  neighbor's  land. 

In  the  civil  law  are  to  be  found  man}"  instances  m  which  it  is  allowed 
to  cut  off  subterraneous  supplies,  if  it  is  done  in  the  cultivation  of  the 
soil.  In  the  Digest,  Dig.  39,  3,  1,  §  12,  Pothier's  ed.  1782,  vol.  3, 
p.  20,  it  is  said:  "  Denique  Marcellus  scribit,  Cum  eo,  qui  in  suo 
fodiens  vicini  fontem  avertit,  nihil  posse  agi,  nee  de  dolo.  Et,  sane 
actionem  non  debet  habere  ;  si  non  animo  vicino  "nocendi,  sed  suum 
agrum  meliorem  faciendi  id  fecit"  And  a  very  extensive  sense  is 
given  to  these  words,  authorizing  the  improvement  of  the  proprietor's 
own  land,  in  the  civil  law.  In  the  same  book  of  the  Digest,  "  Deaqua 
et  aquce  pluvice  arcendce"  Dig.  39,  3,  1,  §  9,  Pothier's  ed.  1782,  vol.  3. 
p.  21,  it  is  said  that  the  making  a  work  "  agri  colendi  causa  et  frugum 
querendarum  causa"  and  thereby  altering  the  course  of  the  aqufp 
pluvice,  is  not  actionable.  The  term  "fruges"  is  said  to  be  the  same 
as  rent:  "  Frugem  pro  reditu  appellari,  non  solum  quod  frumentis 
aut  leguminibus  ;  verum  ?,t  quod  ex  m»o,  sylvis  cceduis,  cretifodinis, 
I<ij>i<1i>-ini8,  capitur."  It  would  seem,  therefore,  that  if  the  sources  of 
a  fountain  or  spring  in  an  adjoining  piece  of  land  were  cut  off  by  exca- 
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rating,  in  order  to  get  the  minerals  in  any  place,  it  would  be  deemed 
by  the  Roman  law  to  fall  within  the  principle  of  the  improvement  of  the 
land,  and  not  be  actionable. 

The  case  of  Acton  v.  Blundett  would  be  rightly  decided  upon  this 
ground,  because  the  injury  to  the  plaintiffs  well  was  caused  by  the  law- 
ful exercise  of  the  defendant's  right  to  get  the  minerals  in  his  land ; 
and  unless  he  had  that  right,  the  public  would  have  lost  the  benefit  of  a 
valuable  gift  of  Providence. 

We  come  then  to  the  conclusion,  that  every  man  has  a  right  to  the 
natural  advantages  of  his  soil  —  the  plaintiff  to  the  benefit  of  the  flow 
of  water  in  the  river  and  its  natural  supplies,  the  defendant  to  the  en- 
joyment of  his  land,  and  to  the  underground  waters  on  it,  and  he  may, 
in  order  to  obtain  that  water,  sink  a  well.  But  according  to  the  rule  of 
reason  and  law,  sic  utere  tuo  ut  alienum  non  Icedas,  it  seems  right 
to  hold,  that  he  ought  to  exercise  his  right  in  a  reasonable  manner, 
with  as  little  injury  to  his  neighbor's  rights  as  may  be.  The  civil  law 
deems  an  act,  otherwise  lawful  in  itself,  illegal  if  done  with  a  malicious 
intent  of  injuring  a  neighbor,  aniino  vicino  nocendi.  The  same  princi- 
ple is  adopted  in  the  laws  of  Scotland,  where  an  otherwise  lawful  act  is 
forbidden  "  if  done  in  cemulationem  vicini"  (Bell's  Principles,  §  966)  ; 
but  this  principle  has  not  found  a  place  in  our  law. 

The  question  in  this  case,  therefore,  as  it  seems  to  me,  resolves  itself 
into  an  inquiry,  whether  the  defendant  exercised  his  right  of  enjoying 
the  subterraneous  waters  in  a  reasonable  manner.  Had  he  made  the 
well  and  used  the  steam-engines  for  the  supply  of  water  for  the  use  of 
his  own  property,  and  those  living  on  it,  there  could  have  been  no 
question.  If  the  number  of  houses  upon  it  had  increased  to  any  extent, 
and  the  quantity  of  water  for  the  families  dwelling  on  the  propert}'  had 
been  proportionately  augmented,  there  could  have  been  no  just  grounds 
of  complaint.  But  I  doubt  ver}*  greatly  the  legality  of  the  defendant's 
acts  in  abstracting  water  for  the  use  of  a  large  district  in  the  neighbor- 
hood, unconnected  with  his  own  estate,  for  the  use  of  those  who  would 
have  no  right  to  take  it  directly  themselves,  and  to  the  injuiy  of  those 
neighboring  proprietors  who  have  an  equal  right  with  themselves.  It 
does  not  follow  that  each  person  who  was  supplied  with  water  by  the 
defendant  could  have  dug  a  well  himself  on  his  own  land,  and  taken  the 
like  quantity  of  water,  so  that  the  defendant  may  have  taken  much 
more  than  would  have  been  abstracted  if  each  had  exercised  his  own 
right. 

The  same  objection  would  not  apply  to  the  abstraction  of  water  for 
the  use  of  the  dwellers  on  the  defendant's  land,  even  though  they  car- 
ried on  trades  requiring  more  water  (breweries,  for  example)  than 
would  be  used  for  mere  domestic  purposes ;  it  would  still  be  for  their 
purposes  onl}*.  But  in  this  case  there  has  been  an  abstraction  of  water 
for  purposes  wboll}"  unconnected  with  the  enjoyment  of  the  defendant's 
land. 

On  the  whole,  I  should  certainly  have  wished  to  give  this  important 
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ease  further  consideration  ;  but,  as  my  noble  and  learned  friends  have 
formed  their  opinions  upon  it,  I  acquiesce,  and  do  not  give  my  advice 
to  your  Lordships  to  reverse  the  judgment. 

LOUD  KINGSDOWN.  My  Lords,  I  confess  that  I  am  unable  to  share- 
in  the  doubts  that  have  been  expressed  by  m}'  noble  and  learned  friend 
opposite  in  the  able  and  elaborate  judgment  which  he  has  just  delivered. 
I  entirely  concur  in  the  opinion  which  has  been  given  by  the  judges 
unanimously  in  this  case,  and  for  the  reasons  by  which  that  opinion 
has  been  supported  ;  and  I  think  the  House  is  greatly  indebted  to  those 
learned  persons  for  the  admirable  reasoning  by  which  they  appear  to 
have  removed  all  doubt  upon  one  of  the  most  important  questions  that 
ever  came  under  the  consideration  of  a  court  of  justice. 

LORD  CHELMSFORD.  M}'  Lords,  I  ought  to  have  mentioned,  that  my 
noble  and  learned  friend,  Lord  Brougham,  who  is  compelled  to  leave 
the  House  to-da\-,  but  who  was  present  during  the  whole  of  the  argu- 
ment. entirely  concurs  in  the  opinion  which  I  have  expressed.1 

Judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  affirmed,  with  costs.3 


^  flK* 

STOCKPORT  WATERWORKS  COMPANY  v.  POTTER. 

EXCHEQUER.     1864. 
[Reported  3  If.  &  C.  300.] 

POLLOCK,  C.  B.8  I  am  about  to  deliver  the  judgment  of  my  Brother 
Channell  and  myself.  My  Brother  Wilde,  being  no  longer  a  member  of 
the  court,  takes  no  part  in  the  judgment  ;  but  it  ma}'  be  satisfactory  to 
the  profession  to  know  that  he  had  prepared  a  judgment  founded  on  the 
principles  which  I  am  about  to  state. 

The  plaintiffs  bring  this  action  against  the  defendants  for  fouling  the 
waters  of  the  River  Mersey. 

The  case  is  very  voluminous,  but  a  recapitulation  of  all  the  facts  is 
b}-  no  means  necessaiy  for  the  purpose  of  giving  judgment.  It  is 
enough  to  say  that  the  plaintiffs  have  been  in  the  habit  of  taking  water 
bj-  means  of  conduits,  &c.,  from  the  River  Mersey,  at  a  point  called 
the  Nab  Pool  Weir,  ever  since  the  year  1853.  That  the  owners  of 
the  Woodbank  Estate  (which  estate  bounds  the  river  for  some  distance, 
including  the  spot  where  the  Nab  Pool  Weir  is  erected,  and  through 
which  estate  the  conduits,  tunnels,  &c.,  b}-  which  the  plaintiffs  draw 

1  Lord  Cranworth  delivered  a  concurring  opinion,  which  is  omitti-'l. 

2  In  Grand  Junction  Canal  Co.   v.  Shugar,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  483   (1871),  it  was  held 
that  one  cannot,  by  draining  his  own  land,  draw  off  water  running  in  a  defined  sur- 
face channel  on  adjoining  land. 

See  also  Dudden  v.  Cfutton  Union,  1  H.  &  N.  827  ;   West,  Cumberland  Iron  Co.  v. 
Kenyon,  6  Ch.  D.  773  ;  Burrmtrihs  v.  Saterlee,  67  Iowa,  396. 
8  The  opinions  only  are  here  given. 
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the  water,  pass),  have  also  been  used  to  draw  the  water  at  the  same 
place  for  some  }Tears,  perhaps  it  ma}-  be  conceded  for  fourteen  years, 
before  the  }rear  1853. 

So  that  water  has  in  fact  been  drawn  at  that  point  (it  may  be  taken 
for  the  purpose  of  the  argument)  for  more  than  twent}'  years  before  this 
suit.  That  the  water  so  drawn  has  been  used  to  supply  the  town  of 
Stockport  with  water  fit  for  household  purposes  and  has  not  been  re- 
turned to  the  river  again. 

It  further  appears  that,  in  1853,  the  owners  of  the  Woodbank  Estate 
executed  a  deed  under  which  the  Stockport  Waterworks  and  the  use 
of  the  several  conduits  and  tunnels,  &c.,  by  means  of  which  the  water 
has,  during  the  period  aforesaid,  been  drawn  from  the  river  at  Nab 
Pool  Weir,  were  ceded  to  the  plaintiffs. 

Whether  what  has  been  called  in  argument  "  the  right  to  take  the 
water  "  at  that  spot  from  the  river  and  cany  it  to  Stockport  to  be  there 
used  b}-  the  inhabitants  and  never  returned,  was  also  granted  to  them, 
is  a  disputed  question  under  the  deed.  The  plaintiffs  affirm  that  it  was 
so  granted,  and  the  defendants  deny  it. 

It  is  to  be  taken  as  a  fact  thab  the  defendants  have  polluted  the 
stream,  and  although  the  stream  had,  as  early  as  1853,  "  become  more 
foul  than  formerly  "  from  causes  which  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  de- 
fendants, yet,  "  the  foulness  of  the  stream  was  sensibly  increased  by 
the  refuse  discharged  into  it  from  the  defendants'  works." 

There  is,  therefore,  no  doubt  that  if  the  plaintiffs  have  such  rights  in 
reference  to  the  stream  as  to  be  entitled  to  insist  upon  its  purity  for 
practical  purposes,  the  acts  of  the  defendants  constitute  a  cause  of 
action. 

But  the  defendants  contend  that,  whatever  others  may  have,  the 
plaintiffs  have  no  such  rights.  And  the}T  raise  a  variety  of  very  formi- 
dable objections. 

In  the  first  place,  the  defendants  argue  that,  although  the  right  to 
pure  water  is  the  right  of  a  riparian  proprietor,  the  plaintiffs  are  not 
riparian  proprietors  at  all.  Nor  are  the  plaintiffs  the  assignees  of  a 
riparian  proprietor. 

For,  first,  the  law  knows  of  no  such  right  as  the  subject  of  assignment 
separate  from  the  land  in  respect  of  which  it  arises,  and,  secondly,  no 
such  assignment  has  in  fact  been  made. 

And  the  defendants  say  there  is  no  authority  for  the  proposition  that 
these  rights  in  respect  of  water,  which,  in  Embrey  v.  Owen,  6  Exch. 
353,  and  other  modern  cases  have  been  for  the  first  time  defined  and 
attributed  to  the  ownership  of  land  by  the  side  of  a  river,  can  be  dealt 
with  in  gross  and  assigned  in  any  wa}-  except  in  conjunction  with  such 
land. 

And  further,  that  if  such  rights  could  be  the  subject  of  transfer  they 
have  not  been  in  fact  transferred.  For  the  deed  of  Ma}-,  1853,  never  in 
terms  affected  to  pass  any  such  right,  but  only  the  waterworks,  with  the 
use  of  the  conduits,  tunnels,  &c.,  and  a  right  to  water  power  to  be  used 
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for  turning  one  or  more  water  wheels ;  the  water  when  used  being  re- 
turned to  the  river  again.  This  turns  on  the  construction  of  the  dc-i-d 
and  some  general  words  contained  in  it. 

The  defendants  also  say  that  the  rights  even  of  a  riparian  proprietor 
himself  would  not  extend  to  the  abstraction  from  the  stream  of  water 
for  the  use  of  a  populous  town  situated  on  land  in  no  way  connected 
with  such  stream,  and  the  conveyance  of  it  awa}*  from  the  river-side 
to  a  considerable  distance  for  that  purpose  without  returning  it  into  the 
stream. 

But  then  the  plaintiffs'  case,  thus  driven  from  a  more  exact  basis,  is 
placed  upon  the  fact  that  he  and  those  under  whom  he  claims  have  done 
the  same  thing  for  twenty  years. 

To  this  the  defendants  answer  that  the  mere  doing  of  a  particular 
thing  for  twenty  years  will  not  necessarily  give  a  right  of  action  against 
anybody  who  interferes  with  its  being  done  as  beneficially  as  it  hitherto 
has  been. 

The  plaintiffs,  thus  pressed,  contended  before  us  that  the  right  they 
claimed  of  having  pure  water  come  down  the  stream  for  them  to  abstract 
and  use  was  an  "  easement  "  acquired  by  more  than  twenty  3*ears*  user, 
in  which  the  Stockport  Waterworks  were  the  dominant  tenement  and 
the  defendants'  land  the  servient  tenement 

Several  answers  were  made  to  this.  First,  there  was  no  continuing 
user  for  twenty  years  of  a  character  to  create  an  easement ;  for,  before 
1853,  the  user  was  by  those  who  owned  the  land  at  Nab  Pool  Weir, 
and  was  in  exercise  of  their  ordinary  riparian  rights. 

Secondly,  the  case  showed  that  this  user  had  within  the  twenty  3*ears 
been  objected  to  by  another  riparian  proprietor,  and  litigation  had  en- 
sued which  terminated  in  an  award,  so  that  it  was  not  adverse  and  as 
of  right  against  all  the  other  riparian  proprietors. 

But  a  third  and  conclusive  answer,  as  it  seems  to  us,  was  given  to 
such  an  easement. 

The  defendants'  land  is  far  higher  up  on  the  stream  than  the  conduit 
or  tunnel  at  Nab  Pool  Weir  by  which  the  plaintiffs  abstract  the  water. 

No  amount  of  water  abstracted  by  the  plaintiffs  or  those  under  whom 
they  claim  could  possibly  be  felt  by  the  defendants.  If  the  water  was 
abstracted  unlawfully  or  in  excessive  quantities,  or  not  returned  into 
the  river,  the  proprietors  below  might  have  cause  to  complain,  but  the 
defendants  could  not,  because  they  could  not  be  affected  b}-  it.  They 
had  neither  the  will  nor  the  power  to  interfere  with  the  plaintiffs'  use 
nor  to  take  legal  proceedings  against  them. 

No  grant  could  therefore  be  presumed  by  the  defendants,  because  no 
user  ever  existed  adverse  to  their  full  enjoyment  of  the  water.  And 
Sampson  v.  Hoddinott,  1  C.  B.  N.  S.  590,  611,  was  cited  as  an 
express  authority  for  this  proposition. 

We  have  thus  recapitulated  these  arguments  of  the  defendants  be- 
cause they  appear  to  us  to  contain  a  perfect  answer  to  the  plaintiffs' 
claim  in  whatever  light  it  can  be  put. 
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It  is  difficult  to  perceive  any  possible  legal  foundation  for  a  right  to 
have  the  river  kept  pure,  in  a  person  situated  as  this  company  is. 

There  seems  to  be  no  authority  for  contending  that  a  riparian  pro- 
prietor can  keep  the  land  abutting  on  the  river  the  possession  of  which 
gives  him  his  water  rights,  and  at  the  same  time  transfer  those  rights 
or  anjr  of  them,  and  thus  create  a  right  in  gross  by  assigning  a  portion 
of  his  rights  appurtenant. 

It  seems  to  us  clear  that  the  rights  which  a  riparian  proprietor  has 
with  respect  to  the  water  are  entirely  derived  from  his  possession  of 
land  abutting  on  the  river.  If  he  grants  away  any  portion  of  his  land 
so  abutting,  then  the  grantee  becomes  a  riparian  proprietor  and  has 
similar  rights.  But  if  he  grants  awasLa_portion  of  his  estate  not_abut- 
ting  on  the  riverj_then  clearly  the  grantee  of  the  land  would  hnv^  no 
water  rights  by  virtue^merely  of  his  occupation.  Can  he  have  them  by 
express  grant  ?  .  It  seems  to  us  that  the  true  answer  tothiS  is  that  he 
can  have  them  against  thej^rantor.  bnt-not  so  as  to  sue  other  persons  in 
his  own  name  for  an  infringement  of  thpm  Thp.  case  of  Hill  v.  Tup- 
per,  2  H.  &  C.  121,  recently  decided  in  this  court,  is  an  authority  for 
the  proposition  that  a  person  cannot  create  by  grant  new  rights  of  prop- 
erty so  as  to  give  the  grantee  a  right  of  suing  in  his  own  name  for  an 
interruption  of  the  right  by  a  third  party. 

The  case  where  a  riparian  proprietor  makes  two  streams  instead  of 
one  and  grants  land  on  the  new  stream,  seems  to  us  analogous  to  a 
grant  of  a  portion  of  the  river  bank,  but  not  analogous  to  a  grant  of  a 
portion  of  the  riparian  estate  not  abutting  on  the  river.  In  the  case  of 
a  grant  of  land  on  a  new  stream,  the  grantee  obtains  a  right  of  access  to 
the  river,  and  it  is  by  virtue  of  that  right  of  access  that  he  obtains  his 
water  rights. 

We  think  then  that  in  this  case  the  right  claimed  cannot  be  the  sub- 
ject of  a  grant  so  as  to  enable  the  plaintiffs  to  sue  in  their  own  name 
for  an  infringement. 

Nor  is  the  supposed  easement  founded  on  user  much  more  defensible. 

The  dominant  and  servient  tenements  have  no  apparent  connection 
with  one  another. 

The  abstraction  of  the  water  from  the  stream  took  place  at  a  spot 
situated  on  other  land  than  that  now  called  the  dominant  tenement,  and 
in  no  sort  of  way  affected  the  enjoyment  of  the  water  at  what  is  now 
called  the  servient  tenement. 

If  the  waterworks  could  be  considered  a  dominant  tenement,  every 
house  in  Stockport  to  which  the  water  flowed  through  pipes  might 
equally  be  so. 

And  as  in  modern  times  water  is  often  conveyed  man}*  miles  under 
ground  in  pipes  for  the  supply  of  large  towns,  the  dominant  and  servi- 
ent tenements  might  not  only  be  many  miles  apart,  but  have  no  other 
connection  with  each  other  than  the  artificial  one  created  bv  miles  of 
pipes. 

For  these  reasons  we  think  that  it  is  unnecessary  more  closely  to  in- 
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vcstigatc  the  effect  of  the  deed  of  1853  or  to  give  any  other  reasons  than 
those  already  stated,  as  upon  the  broad  points  of  the  case,  the  defend- 
ants are  in  our  opinion  clearly  entitled  to  judgment. 

BKAMWKLL,  B.  In  this  case  the  plaintiffs  cannot  rely  on  their  mere 
possession  of  the  water  they  take,  or  perhaps  I  ought  to  say  on  their 
mere  taking  of  it.  For  whatever  Whaley  v.  Laing,  3  H.  &  N.  675, 
901,  may  have  decided,  it  certainly  decided  this,  that  such  possession 
was  not  enough  to  enable  the  possessor  to  maintain  an  action.  For 
that  case  decides  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  alleged,  or  having  alleged, 
had  not  proved,  a  right  to  the  water,  and  so  could  not  recover.  Nor 
can  the  plaintiffs  rely  on  the  more  than  twenty  }'ears'  user  as  giving 
them  any  right.  The}'  themselves  have  not  enjoyed  the  water  twenty 
years,  and  their  enjoyment  cannot  be  connected  with  the  antecedent 
enjoyment  of  Messrs.  Marslands.  For  that  enjoyment  was  an  enjoy- 
ment  as  riparian  proprietors,  which  might  give  a  right  beyond  the 
natural  right  against  owners  below  whom  it  affected,  but  could  not  give 
any  right  against  the  riparian  proprietors  or  others  who  were  not 
affected  by  it,  and  could  not  have  resisted  it. 

The  plaintiffs,  therefore,  must  rely  on  the  grant  from  Messrs.  Mars- 
den  ;  and  upon  that  two  questions  arise.  First,  is  a  right  conferred  on 
the  plaintiffs?  Secondly,  can  the}'  maintain  an  action  in  respect  of  an 
injury  to  the  enjoyment  under  such  right?  On  the  first  of  these  two 
questions  there  seems  to  me  no  difficulty.  It  is  not  necessary  to  ex- 
amine the  deed  minutely.  It  is  enough  to  say  that  the  reservoir  is- 
granted  and  conveyed,  and  a  right  to  have  water  from  the  river  to  it. 
If  any  right  can  be  granted  which  will  enable  the  grantee  to  maintain 
an  action  like  the  present,  this  is  a  sufficient  grant.  It  is  true  that  this 
is  not  the  claim  in  the  declaration,  but  that  may  be  amended  by  agree- 
ment of  the  parties  to  raise  the  real  question,  and  should  be,  if  neces- 
sary. The  case  then  is  reduced  to  this.  Can  a  grantee  from  a  riparian 
proprietor  of  land,  part  of  the  former  riparian  estate,  but  separated 
from  the  stream  by  land  of  the  grantor  not  included  in  the  grant,  with 
a  grant  from  the  grantor  of  a  right  to  lay  pipes  from  the  stream  to  the 
granted  land  and  take  water  by  means  of  them  from  the  stream  to  such 
grunted  land,  maintain  an  action  against  a  person  who  fouls  the  stream  ? 
It  is  strange  that  this  question  should  arise  for  the  first  time.  There 
can  l)e  no  doubt  that  the  grant  as  between  the  riparian  grantor  and  the 
grantee  is  good.  And  there  is  this  to  be  said  in  favor  of  supporting  the 
present  claim,  that  we  must  suppose  that  the  grantor  and  grantee  have 
found  the  arrangement  to  be  to  their  mutual  advantage,  that  the  stream 
can  be  more  beneficially  used  this  way  than  otherwise.  Consequently 
that  such  an  arrangement  is  for  the  public  good.  "\Vliv,  then,  should  it 
not  be  effectual  against  a  person,  who  as  against  the  riparian  proprietor 
is  a  wrongdoer?  It  imposes  no  additional  burden  on  the  riparians  or 
others  above.  If  they  are  wrongdoers  by  fouling  now,  so  were  they 
before.  They  could  be  restrained  by  injunction  before  if  the}'  can  now. 
No  doubt  they  might  be  made  liable  to  larger  damages  than  they  would 


STOCKPORT   WATERWORKS   CO.    V.   POTTER.  139 

have  been  before,  but  their  rights  are  not  altered.  It  was  said  that  in- 
numerable actions  might  be  brought  if  the  law  were  as  the  plaintiffs 
contend.  But  there  are  two  answers  to  this,  one  practical,  viz.,  that 
they  would  not  be  brought,  the  other  that  the  same  might  happen  now 
if  the  smallest  portion  of  the  bank  was  granted  with  the  right.  A  simi- 
lar answer  may  be  given  to  the  supposed  difficult}'  of  the  riparian  pro- 
prietors above  desiring  to  buy  up  rights  below.  The  power  to  make 
such  a  grant  then  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  grantor,  and  grantee,  and  the 
public  ;  and  the  onl}*  prejudice  by  it  to  the  riparian  or  wrongdoer  above 
is  the  liabilit}'  to  greater  damages  and  to  an  action  and  injunction  at  the 
suit  of  persons  additional  to  the  riparians  below.  But  this  consideration 
could  not  preclude  a  covenant  by  the  grantor  that  the  grantee  might 
apply  in  his  name  for  an  injunction  or  sue  in  his  name,  nor  would  it 
preclude  a  grant  of  the  part  of  the  bank  where  the  water  was  taken,  in 
which  case  it  is  clear  the  grantee  might  maintain  an  action  or  obtain 
an  injunction.  And  this  suggests  to  me  the  remark  that  what  ma\r 
be  done  indirectly  may  be  directly.  Further,  it  does  seem  strange 
that  if  a  man  has  an  estate  on  the  bank  of  a  stream  extending  a  mile 
from  it,  he  may  build  houses  on  the  land,  conduct  water  from  the  stream 
to  them,  and  maintain  an  action  and  recover  substantial  damages  for  the 
injury  to  each  house  :  that  his  tenants  of  each,  if  he  let  them,  might  do 
the  same  even  though  he  demised  them  for  1000  years  at  a  peppercorn 
rent,  but  that  if  he  grants  away  the  house  in  fee  with  the  right  of  water, 
such  grantee  can  maintain  no  action.  What  is  to  happen  if  he  does  so 
and  repurchases  ?  What  would  be  the  case  if  a  riparian  proprietor  added 
to  his  estate  another,  to  which  water  had  been  so  conducted?  Suppose, 
a  riparian  proprietor  on  both  sides  for  a  great  length  wholly  alters  the 
course  of  the  stream,  could  he  not  effectually  complain  of  a  fouling  of 
the  water  in  the  new  course  ?  Suppose  besides  the  new  course  he  al- 
lowed the  old  one  to  continue,  the  stream  running  in  both,  could  he  not 
then  maintain  actions  for  the  damage  done  to  either?  If  he  could,  could 
not  his  grantee  of  lauds  on  the  new  stream,  and  if  such  grantee  could, 
why  cannot  the  plaintiffs? 

If  the  defendants'  argument  is  well  founded,  it  will  follow  that  where 
the  owner  of  land  on  a  stream  has  built  a  mill  alongside  the  stream  with 
a  cut  or  lead  to  it,  and  sells  the  mill,  but  not  the  natural  watercourse, 
the  owner  of  the  mill  can  maintain  no  action  against  a  riparian  owner 
above  who  abstracts  the  water.  I  cannot  think  this  is  so.  Further, 
suppose  the  person  fouling  the  water  was  not  a  riparian  proprietor  but 
a  mere  wrongdoer,  why  should  not  an  action  lie  against  him?  I  can 
see  no  reason,  nor  can  I  see  that  his  being  such  proprietor  makes  any 
difference.  Upon  these  various  considerations  it  seems  to  me  this  ac- 
tion is  maintainable.  I  think  it  may  fairly  be  asked  to  what  extent  I 
would  carry  the  principle  upon  which  I  decide  this?  My  answer  is,  to 
the  extent  to  which  the  analogous  case  extends  of  a  grantee  of  a  right 
of  way.  Where  a  grantee  of  a  right  of  way  could  maintain  an  action  for 
disturbance  of  his  way,  so  do  I  think  the  grantee  of  a  right  of  water 
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might.  This  case  of  the  right  of  way,  and  cases  of  right  of  common, 
seem  to  me  analogous  to  this  case  and  authorities  for  my  opinion.  I 
am  of  course  aware  of  the  case  of  Keppell  v.  Uailey,  2  Myl.  &  K.  516, 
and  agree  that  new  rights  of  property  cannot  be  created,  but  I  think  that 
rule  does  not  interfere  with  the  present  case.  There,  an  owner  of  land 
was  resisting  a  burden  put  on  it  by  a  former  owner,  and  it  was  held 
that  bunion  could  not  be  attached  to  the  land  in  the  hands  of  the  as- 
signee. Here,  no  doubt,  it  can  be,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  lands  of  the 
riparian  proprietors,  the  Marsdens.  The  question  is  not  with  them, 
but  with  one  who  would  be  a  wrongdoer  if  he  had  no  riparian  estate  or 
occupation,  and  is  not  the  less  so  because  he  has.  Nor  is  Hill  v.  Tup- 
per,  2  H.  &  C.  121,  any  authority  against  the  maintenance  of  this  ac- 
tion. That  case  decided  that  in  respect  of  what  was  no  estate,  and 
which  gave  no  possession,  but  merely  a  right  of  action,  against  a  cove- 
nantor, that  right  could  not  be  enforced  against  a  third  party.  On  the 
other  hand,  Whaley  v.  Laing,  3  H.  &  N.  675,  901,  seems  a  strong 
authority  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff;  for  all  the  judges  seem  to  have  con- 
sidered that  had  the  water  been  taken  as  of  right,  the  action  would  have 
been  maintainable.  I  have  only  to  add  that,  to  nry  mind,  this  is  not  a 
question  of  easement  or  of  dominant  and  servicnt  tenement.  The  plain- 
tiffs rely  on  the  possession  and  enjoyment  as  of  right,  and  charge  the 
defendant  as  a  wrongdoer,  not  the  less  because  he  is  a  riparian  owner. 
I  think  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  judgment. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 

Collier  (Coxon  and  Mclntyre  with  him),  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Sir  Hugh  Cairns  (  Grove,  Welsby,  Horatio  Lloyd  and  Potter  with 
for  the  defendants.1 


HURDMAN  v.  NORTH   EASTERN  RAILWAY   COMPANY. 

COURT  OF  APPEAL.     1878. 
[Reported  3  C.  P.  Div.  168.] 

APPEAL  from  the  judgment  of  Manisty,  J.,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
on  demurrer  to  a  statement  of  claim. 

Claim  :  — At  the  time  of  the  damage  hereafter  mentioned  the  plaintift 
was,  and  is  still,  possessed  of  a  house,  No.  16,  Lodge  Terrace,  Sun- 
derland. 

2.  The  defendants  then  were,  and  still  are,  possessed  of  a  certain 
close  of  land  adjoining  the  house  of  the  plaintiff. 

3.  The  defendants  placed  and  deposited  in  and  upon  the  close  of  the 
defendants,  and  upon  and  against  a  wall  of  the  defendants  which  ad- 
joins and  abuts  against  the  house  of  the  plaintiff,  large  quantities  oi 

1  Approved  in  Ormerod  v.  Todmorden  Mill  Co.,  11  Q.  B.  D.  155  ;  but  see  Nuttall 
v.  Braccwell,  L.  B.  2  Ex.  1  ;  Bristol  Hydraulic  Co.  v.  Boycr,  67  Ind.  236. 
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soil,  clay,  limestone,  and  other  refuse,  close  to  and  adjoining  the  house 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  thereb}-  raised  the  surface  of  the  defendants'  land 
above  the  level  of  the  land  upon  which  the  plaintiff's  house  was  built. 

4.  The  rain  which  fell  upon  the  soil,  clay,  limestone,  and  other  refuse 
so  placed  as  aforesaid  oozed  and  percolated  through  the  wall  of  the 
defendants  into  the  house  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff's   house 
thereby  became   wet,  damp,  unwholesome,   and   unhealthy,  and   less 
commodious  for  habitation. 

5.  B}-  reason  of  the  acts  of  the  defendants  the  walls  of  the  house  of 
the  plaintiff  became  and  were  very  much  injured,  and  the  paper  upon 
the  walls  has  been  destroyed. 

6.  In  the  alternative  the  plaintiff  alleges  that  the  defendants  negli- 
gently and  improperly  placed  and  deposited  the  soil,  clay,  limestone, 
and  refuse  upon  the  defendants'  land,  and  that  the  rain  water  falling 
thereon  oozed  and  percolated  through  and  into  the  plaintiff's  house, 
whereby  the  plaintiff's  house  was  damaged  as  before  mentioned. 

7.  In  the  alternative  the  plaintiff  alleges  that  the  defendants  were 
guilty  of  negligence  in  this,  that  the  wall  of  the  defendants  against 
which  the  defendants  so  placed  the  soil,  clay,  limestone,  and  refuse 
was  not  sufficiently  and  properly  constructed  and  built  so  as  to  prevent 
the  water  falling  upon  the  soil,  clay,  limestone,  and  refuse  from  oozing 
and  percolating  through  the  wall  and  into  the  plaintiff's  house,  and  that 
the  defendants  were  guilty  of  negligence  in  placing  the  soil,  clay,  lime- 
stone, and  refuse  against  the  wall  being  so  insufficient  to  prevent  the 
water  falling  upon  the  soil,  clay,  limestone,  and  refuse  from  oozing  and 
percolating  through  and  into  the  plaintiff's  house,  whereby  the  plain- 
tiff's house  was  damaged. 

Demurrer  to  the  claim,  on  the  ground  that  the  acts,  matters,  and 
things  alleged  to  have  been  done  by  the  defendants  do  not  give  rise  to 
any  right  of  action  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 

Her schell^  Q.  C.,  and  G.  Bruce,  for  the  defendants  in  support  of  the 
demurrer. 

Waddy,  Q.  C.,  and  John  Edge,  for  the  plaintiff,  contra. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  (BRAMWELL,  BRETT,  and  COTTON,  L.  JJ.) 
was  delivered  by 

COTTON,  L.  J.  In  this  case  the  plaintiff  has  brought  an  action  for 
injury  alleged  to  have  been  caused  to  his  house,  which  abuts  on  a  wall 
of  the  defendants,  by  certain  acts  done  by  the  defendants  on  their  own 
land.  The  question  is  raised  on  demurrer  to  the  statement  of  claim, 
and  the  question  therefore  is  whether  that  alleges  a  good  cause 
of  action.  [The  Lord  Justice  read  the  statement  of  claim,  except 
paragraph  7.]  It  is  unnecessary  to  read  the  seventh  paragraph,  be- 
cause it  is  based  on  a  supposed  obligation  of  the  railwa}-  company  to 
make  their  wall  water-tight,  but  in  our  opinion  there  is  no  such  obliga- 
tion, and  if  the  statements  contained  in  the  preceding  paragraphs  do 
not  show  a  cause  of  action,  the  statements  of  the  seventh  paragraph  do 
not  enable  the  plaintiff  to  sustain  this  action. 
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For  the  purposes  of  our  decision,  we  must  assume  that  the  plainlitr 
has  sustained  substantial  damage,  and  we  must  construe  the  statement 
as  alleging  that  the  surface  of  the  defendants'  land  has  been  raised  by 
earth  and  rubbish  placed  thereon,  and  that  the  consequence  of  this  is 
that  rain-water  falling  on  the  defendants'  land  has  made  its  way  through 
the  defendants'  wall  into  the  house  of  the  plaintiff,  and  has  caused  the 
injury  complained  of.  The  question  is,  Are  the  defendants,  admitting 
this  statement  to  be  true,  liable  to  the  plaintiff?  and  we  are  of  opinion 
that  they  are.  The  heap  or  mound  on  the  defendants'  land  must,  in 
our  opinion,  be  considered  as  an  artificial  work.  Every  occupier  of 
land  is  entitled  to  the  reasonable  enjoyment  thereof.  'This  is  a  natural 
right  of  property,  and  it  is  well  established  that  an  occupier  of  land  may 
protect  himself  by  action  against  an}r  one  who  allows  any  filth  or  any 
other  noxious  thing  produced  by  him  on  his  own  land  to  interfere  with 
this  enjoyment.  We  are  further  of  opinion  that,  subject  to  a  qualifica- 
tion to  be  hereafter  mentioned,  if  any  one  by  artificial  erection  on  his 
own  land  causes  water,  even  though  arising  from  natural  rain-fall  only, 
to  pass  into  his  neighbor's  land,  and  thus  substantial!}-  to  interfere  with 
his  enjo3'ment,  he  will  be  liable  to  an  action  at  the  suit  of  him  who  is  so 
injured,  and  this  view  agrees  with  the  opinion  expressed  by  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  in  the  case  of  Broder  v.  Saillard,  2  Ch.  D.  at  p.  700.  I 
have  limited  this  statement  of  liability  to  liability  for  allowing  things  hi 
themselves  offensive  to  pass  into  a  neighbor's  propert}*,  and  for  causing 
by  artificial  means  things  in  themselves  inoffensive  to  pass  into  a  neigh- 
bor's propert}'  to  the  prejudice  of  his  enjo}Tnent  thereof,  because  there 
are  many  things  which  when  done  on  a  man's  own  land  (as  building  so 
as  to  interfere  with  the  prospect,  or  so  as  to  obstruct  lights  not  ancient) 
arc  not  actionable,  even  though  they  interfere  with  a  neighbor's  enjoy- 
ment of  his  property.  But  it  is  urged  that  this  is  at  variance  with  the 
decision  that  if,  in  consequence  of  a  mine-owner  on  the  rise  working 
out  his  minerals,  water  comes  b}'  natural  gravitation  into  the  mines  of 
the  owner  on  the  deep,  the  latter  mine-owner  cannot  maintain  any 
action  for  the  loss  which  he  thereb}-  sustained.  But  excavating  and 
raising  the  minerals  is  considered  the  natural  use  of  mineral  land,  and 
these  decisions  are  referable  to  this  principle,  that  the  owner  of  land 
holds  his  right  to  the  enjo}*ment  thereof,  subject  to  such  annoyance  as 
is  the  consequence  of  what  is  called  the  natural  user  by  his  neighbor  of 
his  land,  and  that  when  an  interference  with  this  enjo3'ment  by  some- 
thing in  the  nature  of  nuisance  (as  distinguished  from  an  interruption 
or  disturbance  of  an  easement  or  right  of  property  in  ancient  lights,  or 
the  support  for  the  surface  to  which  every  owner  of  property  is  enti- 
tled), is  the  cause  of  complaint,  no  action  can  be  maintained  if  this  is 
the  result  of  the  natural  user  by  a  neighbor  of  his  land.  That  this  is 
f  ho  prjppjjjle  of  these  cases  appears  from  the  case  of  Wilson  v.  Waddcll, 
2  Ap.  Cas.  95,  and  from  what  is  said  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  in 
Fletcher  v.  JRylands,  Law  Rep.  3  H.  L.  C.  330.  Moreover,  the  cases 
referred  to  have  laid  down  that  a  mine-owner  is  exempt  from  liability, 
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for  water  which  in  consequence  of  his  works  flows  by  gravitation  into 
an  adjoining  mine,  only  if  his  works  are  carried  on  with  skill  and  in  the 
usual  manner ;  and  in  the  present  case  it  is  stated  that  the  defendants 
have  conducted  this  operation  negligently  and  improperly.  The  de- 
cisions, therefore,  as  regards  the  rights  of  adjoining  mine-owners,  do 
not  enable  the  defendants  to  discharge  themselves  from  liability. 

It  was  also  argued  that  a  landowner,  who  by  operations  on  his  own 
land  drains  the  water  percolating  underground  in  the  property  of  his 
neighbor,  is  not  liable  to  an  action  by  the  man  whose  land  is  thus  de- 
prived of  its  natural  moisture,  and  this  it  was  argued  was  inconsistent 
with  a  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  a  statement  alleging  as  a  cause  of 
action  an  alteration  in  the  percolation  of  water.  It  is  sufficient  to  say 
that  no  one  can  maintain  an  action  unless  there  is  some  injury  to  some- 
thing to  which  the  law  recognizes  his  title,  and  the  law  does  not  recog- 
nize any  title  in  a  landowner  to  water  percolating  through  his  property 
underground  and  in  no  definite  channel. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  maxim  /Sic  utere  tuo  ut  alienum  non 
Icedas  applies  to  and  governs  the  present  case,  and  that  as  the  plain- 
tiff by  his  statement  of  claim  alleges  that  the  defendants  have  by  arti- 
ficial erections  on  their  land  caused  water  to  flow  into  the  plaintiff's 
land,  in  a  manner  in  which  it  would  not  but  for  such  erection  have 
done,  the  defendants  are  answerable  for  the  injury  caused  thereby  to 
the  plaintiff.  Judgment  affirmed. 


PITTS  v.  LANCASTER  MILLS. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1847. 

[Reported  13  Met.  156.] 

THIS  was  an  action  of  trespass  upon_the  case ;  and  the  declaration 
alleged  that  Samuel  Carter  was  seised  and  possessed  of  a  close,  water 
mill,  ancient  dam,  and  the  water  privileges  thereto  appertaining,  situ- 
ate on  the  north  branch  of  Nashua  River,  in  Lancaster,  and  the  right 
of  having  the  whole  water  of  said  stream  flow,  without  obstruction,  for 
the  benefit  of  said  mill,  and  of  having  the  uninterrupted  use  and  oc- 
cupation of  said  mill  and  privileges  ;  and  that  said  Carter,  being  so 
seised  and  possessed,  leased  the  said  premises,  for  a  term  of  years,  to 
Hiram  Pitts,  who  underlet  the  same  to  the  plaintiffs  ;  that  the  defend- 
ants, a  corporation  established  by  St.  1844,  c.  20,  in  the  months  of  ~^i\'  i. 
June  and  July,  1845,  wrongfully  built  and  raised,  above  its  usual  /) 
height,  their  dam,  situate  across  said^TreamraBove'the^mtlTrdam^and  ^r^si_(^, 
privilege  occupied  J)y_lhe_plaintiffs,  and  thereby  hindered  the  water 
from  flowing  in  its  ivsttftLcourse,  and  thereby,  for  the  space  of  two  days 
during  the  said  month  of  Jun^ajid-JbllLJ^ys  during_said  month  of 
July,  wholly  cut  off  the  water  fromjiic  plaintiffs'  mill,  &e. 

The  case  was  submitted  to  the  court  upon  the  following  agreed  state- 
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raent  of  facts:  "The  plaintiffs  are  the  lessees  of  said  mill,  dam  and 
privileges,  as  alleged  in  their  declaration.  The  defendants  were  the 
owners  of  a  privilege  on  said  stream,  above  the  mill  of  the  plaintiffs, 
whereon  a  mill  had  stood  for  some  years ;  they  erected  a  new  mill 
thereon,  and,  for  the  purpose  of  using  the  whole  power,  raised  the  dam 
higher  than  it  had  formerly  been,  and  kept  the  water  back,  so  long  as 
was  necessary  to  fill  their  pond,  and  no  longer.  To  have  delayed  filling 
said  pond,  until  a  freshet  or  flow  of  water  should  have  raised  the  same, 
would  have  endangered  said  dam ;  and  b}-  keeping  the  water  back,  as 
aforesaid,  the  operations  of  the  plaintiffs'  mill  were  retarded  or  wholly 
suspended." 

The  parties  agreed  that  if,  upon  the  facts  above  stated,  the  action 
could  be  maintained,  damages  should  be  assessed  b}*  an  auditor ;  other- 
wise, that  a  nonsuit  should  be  entered. 

F.  H.  Dewey,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

C.  Allen,  for  the  defendants. 

SHAW,  C.  J.  Every  proprietor  of  land,  through  which  a  current  of 
water  flows,  has  a  right  to  the  use  of  it  on  his  own  land,  amongst  other 
things  for  mill  purposes,  making  such  reasonable  use  of  it,  and  of  the 
mill  power  furnished  by  it,  as  he  can  make  consistently  with  a  like  rea- 
sonable use  by  other  proprietors,  above  and  below,  through  whose  land 
it  passes.  What  is  a  reasonable  use  must  depend  on  circumstances ; 
such  as  the  width  and  depth  of  the  bed,  the  volume  of  water,  the  fall, 
previous  usage,  and  the  state  of  improvement  in  manufactories  and  the 
useful  arts.  8  Met.  476. 

It  appears  by  the  facts  stated  in  this  case,  that  the  defendants  were 
proprietors  of  land  and  mills  above  those  of  the  plaintiffs  on  the  same 
stream  ;  that  having  erected  a  new  dam,  which  they  had  a  right  to  do, 
the}'  detained  the  water  no  longer  than  was  necessary  to  raise  their  own 
head  of  water  and  fill  their  own  pond.  The  court  are  of  opinion  that 
this  was  not  an  unreasonable  use  of  the  watercourse  by  the  defendants, 
and  that  any  loss,  which  the  plaintiffs  temporarily  sustained  by  it,  was 
damnum  absque  injuria.  Plaintiff's  nonsuit.* 

1  "  The  proposition  of  the  defendant  was,  that  he  had  a  legal  right  to  use  a  reason- 
able quantity  of  the  water  for  the  purposes  of  his  business.  The  court  replied  that  his 
business  might  reasonably  require  more  than  he  could  take  consistently  with  the  rights 
of  the  plaintiff.  We  cannot  see  how  or  on  what  principle  the  correctness  of  this  can 
be  impugned.  The  necessities  of  one  man's  business  cannot  be  the  standard  of  an- 
other's rights  in  a  thing  which  belongs  to  both.  The  true  rule  was  given  to  the 
jury.  The  defendant  had  a  right  to  such  use  as  he  could  make  of  the  water  without  ma- 
terially diminishing  it  in  quantity  or  corrupting  it  in  quality.  If  he  needed  more,  he 
was  bound  to  buy  it.  However  laudable  bis  enterprise  may  be,  he  cannot  carry  it  on 
at  the  expense  of  his  neighbor.  One  who  desires  to  work  a  lead-mine  may  require  land 
and  money  as  well  as  water  ;  but  he  cannot  have  either  unless  he  first  makes  it  his  own." 
Wheatley  v.  Chrisman,  24  Pa.  298,  302  (1855). 

"  Such  damages  as  are  incident  to,  and  necessarily  result  from,  a  proper  use  of  the 
water  must  be  borne  ;  but  the  manufacturer  has  no  right  to  do  any  act  that  in  its  con- 
sequences is  injurious  to  others  because  it  is  a  matter  of  convenience  or  economy  for 
him  to  do  it."  Cavficld  v.  Andrew,  54  Vt.  1,  16  (1882). 
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ELLIOT  v.  FITCHBURG  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1852. 

[Reported  10  Cush.  191.] 

THIS  action  was  tried  in  this  court,  at  the  October  Term,  1849,  before 
Metcalf,  J.,.  under  whose  rulings  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  defend- 
ants. The  plaintiff  excepted  to  the  rulings  and  instructions,  which, 
with  the  facts  of  the  case,  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

D.  S.  and  W.  A.  Richardson,  for  the  plaintiff. 

G.  F.  Farley,  for  the  defendants. 

SHAW,  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  of.  the  case  against  the  defendants, 
for  diverting  the  water  of  a  small  brook,  passing  through  land  of  the 
plaintiff  in  Shirle)'.  The  facts  are  briefly  these :  The  plaintiff  is  the 
owner  of  certain  land,  and  for  more  than  sixty  years  a  small  brook, 
having  its  sources  in  several  ponds,  has,  in  its  natural  course,  flowed 
through  lands  of  various  persons,  viz. :  of  one  Clark,  of  one  Furnin, 
and  then  through  the  plaintiff's  land,  which  is  about  half  a  mile  below 
said  Clark's,  and  from  the  plaintiff's  land,  through  various  other  lands 
to  Nashua  River.  Said  brook  was  in  part  supplied  by  a  never-failing 
spring,  on  said  Clark's  land,  near  said  brook,  and  having  its  outlet  into 
it.  The  defendants,  pursuant  tO-_a_w^n^ntyj^d__fjxMn_said  Clark, 
of  a  perpetual  right  and  privilege  to  make  and  maintain  a  darB  and 
reservoir,  and  draw  and  use  the  water  therefrom,  erectecPsucIT  dam 
across  said  stream,  below  said  spring,  and  made  sAid  rp.«^rvoir  upon 
and  about  the  same,  and  inserted  a  lead  pipe  therein,  by  means  of  which 
the}'  have  used  and  constantly  taken  water,  from  said  reservoir,  to  their 
depot  in  Shirley,  and  used  the  anmg_JV>r  fnrnighing  4h*4y~l*H'^™r>f ' ™ 
steam-engines  with  water,  itfianfiir  other  similar  purposes.  The  de- 
fendants offered  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  said  Clark,  where  said 
brook  runs  through  his  meadow,  which  is  wet  and  spring)',  had  cut 
ditches  across  the  meadow  to  the  brook,  thereby  increasing  the  flow  / 
of  water  to  the  brook ;  and  it  was  further  prnvprj  th.it  t.hpre  is  no  put-  .  t  ^ 
let  for  the  water  of  said  meadow,  except  intcTthis  brook.  The  meadow**- 
is  situate  below  the  dam.  ^ 

The  plaintiff  contended  that  if  the  jury  were  satisfied  of  the  existence     ^ 
of  the  brook,  as  alleged,  and  the  diversion  of  the  water  therefrom  by         ^Y  ,   ' 
the  defendants,  he  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  for  nominal  damage,  with- 
out proof  of  actual  damage.     But  the  presiding  judge  instructed  the 
jury  that  unless  the  plaintiff  suffered  actual  perceptible  damage  in  con- 
sequence of  the  diversion,  the  defendants  were  not  liable  in  this  action. 
In  connection  with  this  instruction,  the  judge  further  instructed  the 
jury  that  if  they  believed  that  the  defendants,  by  excavating  said  reser- 
voir and  spring  above  the  dam,  or  that  said  Clark,  by  digging  said 
VOL.  n.  —10 
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ditches,  had  increased  the  flow  of  water  in  said  brook,  equal  to  the 
quantity  of  water  the  defendants  had  diverted  therefrom,  then  the 
defendants  were  not  liable  in  this  action. 

The  whole  court  are  of  opinion  that  this  direction  was  right,  in  both 
particulars. 

This  appears  to  have  been  a  small  stream  of  water,  but  it  must,  we 
think,  be  considered  that  the  same  rules  of  law  apply  to  it,  and  regu- 
late the  rights  of  riparian  proprietors,  through  and  along  whose  lands 
it  passes,  as  are  held  to  apply  to  other  watercourses,  subject  to  this 
consideration,  that  what  would  be  a  reasonable  and  proper  use  of  a  con- 
siderable stream,  ordinarily  carrying  a  large  volume  of  water,  for  irri- 
gation or  other  similar  uses,  would  be  an  unreasonable  and  injurious 
use  of  a  small  stream,  just  sufficient  to  furnish  water  for  domestic  uses, 
for  farm-yards,  and  watering-places  for  cattle. 

The  instruction  requested  by  the  plaintiff  is,  we  think,  founded  on  a 
misconception  of  the  rights  of  riparian  proprietors  in  watercourses  pass- 
ing through  or  b}T  their  lands.  It  presupposes  that  the  diversion  of  any 
portion  of  the  water  of  a  running  stream,  without  regard  to  the  fitness 
of  the  purpose,  is  a  violation  of  the  right  of  every  proprietor  of  land 
Mng  below,  on  the  same  stream,  so  that,  without  suffering  an}-  actual 
or  perceptible  damage,  he  may  have  an  action  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
vindicating  his  legal  right. 

The  right  to  flowing  water  is  now  well  settled  to  be  a  right  incident 
to  property  in  the  land ;  it  is  a  right  publici  juris,  of  such  character, 
that  whilst  it  is  common  and  equal  to  all,  through  whose  land  it  runs, 
and  no  one  can  obstruct  or  divert  it,  j'et,  as  one  of  the  beneficial  gifts 
of  Providence,  each  proprietor  has  a  right  to  a  just  and  reasonable  use 
of  it,  as  it  passes  through  his  land  ;  and  so  long  as  it  is  not  wholly  ob- 
structed or  diverted,  or  no  larger  appropriation  of  the  water  running 
through  it  is  made  than  a  just  and  reasonable  use,  it  cannot  be  said  to 
be  wrongful  or  injurious  to  a  proprietor  lower  down.  What  is  such  a  just 
and  reasonable  use,  may  often  be  a  difficult  question,  depending  on 
various  circumstances.  To  take  a  quantity  of  water  from  a  large  run- 
ning stream  for  agricultural  or  manufacturing  purposes,  would  cause  no 
sensible  or  practicable  diminution  of  the  benefit,  to  the  prejudice  of  a 
lower  proprietor ;  whereas,  taking  the  same  quantit}'  from  a  small  run- 
ning brook  passing  through  many  farms,  would  be  of  great  and  mani- 
fest injury  to  those  below,  who  need  it  for  domestic  supply,  or  watering 
cattle ;  and  therefore  it  would  be  an  unreasonable  use  of  the  water,  and 
an  action  would  lie  in  the  latter  case,  and  not  in  the  former.  It  is  there- 
fore, to  a  considerable  extent,  a  question  of  degree ;  still,  the  rule  is 
the  same,  that  each  proprietor  has  a  right  to  a  reasonable  use  of  it,  for 
his  own  benefit,  for  domestic  use,  and  for  manufacturing  and  agricul- 
tural purposes. 

It  has  sometimes  been  made  a  question  whether  a  riparian  proprietor 
can  divert  water  from  a  running  stream,  for  purposes  of  irrigation. 
But  this,  we  think,  is  an  abstract  question  which  cannot  be  answered 
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either  in  the  affirmative  or  negative,  as  a  rule  applicable  to  all  cases. 
That  a  portion  of  the  water  of  a  stream  ma}-  be  used  for  the  purpose  of 
irrigating  land,  we  think  is  well  established  as  one  of  the  rights  of  the 
proprietors  of  the  soil  along  or  through  which  it  passes.  Yet  a  proprietor 
cannot  under  color  of  that  right,  or  for  the  actual  purpose  of  irrigating 
his  own  land,  wholly  abstract  or  divert  the  watercourse,  or  take  such  an 
unreasonable  quantity  of  water,  or  make  such  unreasonable  use  of  it,  as 
to  deprive  other  proprietors  of  the  substantial  benefits  which  the}-  might 
derive  from  it,  if  not  diverted  or  used  unreasonably.  The  point  may, 
perhaps,  be  best  illustrated  by  extreme  cases.  One  man,  for  instance, 
ma}-  take  water  from  a  perennial  stream  of  moderate  size,  by  means  of 
buckets  or  a  pump,  —  for  the  mode  is  not  material,  —  to  water  his  gar- 
den. Another  may  turn  a  similar  current  over  a  level  tract  of  sandy 
soil  of  great  extent,  which  in  its  ordinary  operation  will  nearly  or  quite 
absorb  the  whole  volume  of  the  stream,  although  the  relative  position 
of  the  land  and  stream  are  such  that  the  surplus  water,  when  there  is 
any,  is  returned  to  the  bed  of  the  stream.  The  one  might  be  regarded 
as  a  reasonable  use,  doing  no  perceptible  damage  to  any  lower  pro- 
prietor, whilst  the  other  would  nearly  deprive  him  of  the  whole  bene- 
ficial use,  and  yet,  in  both,  the  water  would  be  used  for  irrigation.  "We 
cite  a  few  of  the  leading  cases  in  Massachusetts  on  this  subject.  Wes- 
ton  v.  Alden,  8  Mass.  136  ;  Colburn  v.  Richards,  13  Mass.  420  ;  Cook 
v.  Hull,  3  Pick.  269 ;  Anthony  v.  Lapham,  5  Pick.  175. 

This  rule,  that  no  riparian  proprietor  can  wholly  abstract  or  divert  a 
watercourse,  by  which  it  would  cease  to  be  a  running  stream,  or  use  it 
unreasonably  in  its  passage,  and  thereby  deprive  a  lower  proprietor  of 
a  quality  of  his  property,  deemed  in  law,  incidental  and  beneficial, 
necessarily  flows  from  the  principle,  that  the  right  to  the  reasonable 
and  beneficial  use  of  a  running  stream,  is  common  to  all  the  riparian 
proprietors,  and  so,  each  is  bound  so  to  use  his  common  right,  as  not 
essentially  to  prevent  or  interfere  with  an  equally  beneficial  enjoyment 
of  the  common  right,  by  all  the  proprietors.  "Were  it  otherwise,  and 
were  it  an  inflexible  rule  that  each  lower  proprietor  has  a  right  to  the 
full  and  entire  flow  of  the  natural  stream,  without  diminution,  acceler- 
ation or  retardation  of  the  natural  current,  it  would  follow,  that  each 
lower  proprietor  would  have  a  right  of  action  against  any  upper  pro- 
prietor, for  taking  any  portion  of  the  water  of  the  stream  for  any  pur- 
pose ;  such  a  taking  would  be  a  disturbance  of  his  right ;  and  if  taken 
by  means  of  a  pump,  a  pipe,  a  drain,  or  otherwise,  though  causing  no 
substantial  damage,  it  would  be  a  nuisance,  and  warrant  the  lower  pro- 
prietor, in  entering  the  close  of  the  upper,  to  abate  it.  Colburn  v. 
Richards,  13  Mass.  420. 

It  would  also  follow,  as  the  legal  and  practical  result,  that  no  pro- 
prietor could  have  any  beneficial  use  of  the  stream,  without  an  en- 
croachment on  another's  right,  subjecting  him  to  actions  toties  quoties, 
as  well  as  to  a  forcible  abatement  of  the  nuisance.  If  the  plaintiff 
could,  in  a  case  like  the  present,  have  such  an  action,  then  every  pro- 
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prietor  on  the  brook,  to  its  outlet  in  Nashua  River,  would  have  the 
same ;  and  because  the  quantity  of  diminution  is  not  material,  every 
riparian  proprietor  on  the  Nashua  would  have  the  same  right,  and  so 
ever}*  proprietor  on  the  Merrimack  River  to  the  ocean.  This  is  a  sort 
of  reductio  ad  absurdum,  which  shows  that  such  cannot  be  the  rule,  as 
was  claimed  by  the  plaintiff. 

Without  intending  at  present  to  state  the  authorities  fully,  we  refer 
to  the  following  English  cases,  as  tending  to  illustrate  and  fix  the  rule 
as  stated.  Bealey  v.  Shaw,  6  East,  208  ;  Duncombe  v.  Randall,  Het- 
ley,  32 ;  Williams  v.  Morland,  2  B.  &  C.  910 ;  4  Dow.  &  Ry.  583  ; 
Wright  v.  Howard,  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  190. 

If  the  use  which  one  makes  of  his  right  in  the  stream  is  not  a  reason- 
able use,  or  if  it  causes  a  substantial  and  actual  damage  to  the  pro- 
prietor below,  by  diminishing  the  value  of  his  land,  though  at  the  time 
he  has  no  mill  or  other  work  to  sustain  present  damage,  still,  if  the 
part}*  thus  using  it,  has  not  acquired  a  right  b}-  grant,  or  by  actual  ap- 
propriation and  enjoyment  twenty  years,  it  is  an  encroachment  on  the 
right  of  the  lower  proprietor,  for  which  an  action  will  lie.  Mason  v. 
Hill,  3  B.  &  Ad.  304 ;  5  B.  &  Ad.  1 ;  Wood  v.  Waud,  3  Welsby, 
Hurlst.  &  Gord.  748.  But  the  doctrine  is  much  discussed  and  settled 
on  deliberation,  in  a  recent  case  decided  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer. 
Embrey  v.  (hoen,  6  Welsby,  Hurlst.  &  Gord.  353. 

The  right  to  the  use  of  flowing  water  is  publici  juris,  and  common  to 
all  the  riparian  proprietors  ;  it  is  not  an  absolute  and  exclusive  right  to 
all  the  water  flowing  past  their  land,  so  that  any  obstruction  would 
give  a  cause  of  action ;  but  it  is  a  right  to  the  flow  and  enjoyment  of 
the  water,  subject  to  a  similar  right  in  all  the  proprietors,  to  the  reason- 
able enjoyment  of  the  same  gift  of  Providence.  It  is  therefore  onl}-  for 
an  abstraction  and  deprivation  of  this  common  benefit,  or  for  an  un- 
reasonable and  unauthorized  use  of  it,  that  an  action  will  lie  ;  but  for 
such  deprivation  or  unwarrantable  use,  an  action  will  lie,  though  there 
be  no  actual  present  damage.  So  it  is  subsequentl}*  stated  in  the  close 
of  the  case  last  cited  :  "  So  long  as  this  reasonable  use  by  one  man  of 
this  common  property  does  no  actual  and  perceptible  damage  to  the 
right  of  another  to  the  similar  use  of  it,  no  action  will  lie." 

We  think  the  most  reliable  American  authorities  are  to  the  same 
effect.  3  Kent.  Com.  (6th  ed.)  439  ;  Angell  on  Watercourses,  ch.  iv. ; 
Ittanchard  v.  Baker,  8  Greenl.  253  ;  Tyler  v.  Wilkinson,  4  Mason, 
397;  Webb  v.  Portland  Manufacturing  Co.,  3  Sumner,  189;  An- 
thony \.Lapham,  5  Pick.  175. 

The  same  doctrine  has  been  held  in  a  recent  case  in  New  York. 
Van  Hoesen  v.  Coventry,  10  Barb.  518. 

In  applying  these  rules  to  the  present  case,  we  are  to  consider  that 
Clark,  who  owned  the  land  on  which  the  dam  was  built,  and  the  de- 
fendants to  whom  he  conve}*ed  all  his  right  to  the  use  of  the  water,  as 
holding  together  the  whole  right,  and  it  is  to  be  considered  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  the  defendants  owned  the  land.  We  think  it  was  prop- 
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erly  left  to  the  jury  to  find,  whether  the  defendants,  claiming  in  the 
right  of  Clark,  had  by  their  diversion  of  the  water  for  a  valuable  and 
highly  beneficial  use,  caused  any  actual  or  perceptible  damage,  and  if 
not,  to  find  for  the  defendants.  It  is  very  clear,  that  here  is  no  com- 
plaint of  the  total  diversion  of  the  stream  from  the  plaintiffs  land  ;  no 
such  ground  of  complaint  is  set  forth,  or  relied  on.  The  bed  of  the 
stream  and  the  stream  itself,  remains  and  passes  through  the  plaintiffs 
land  as  it  did  before.  The  gravamen  of  the  complaint  is,  not  for  divert- 
ing the  stream  itself,  but  for  abstracting  a  part  of  the  water  of  the  stream. 
This  is  a  right  which  each  proprietor  has,  if  exercised  within  a  reason- 
able limit.  The  proper  question  therefore  was,  whether  in  the  mode  of 
taking,  in  the  quantity  taken,  and  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  taken, 
there  was  a  reasonable  and  justifiable  use  of  the  water  by  Clark.  The 
use  being  lawful  and  beneficial,  it  must  be  deemed  reasonable,  and  not 
an  infringement  of  the  right  of  the  plaintiff,  if  it  did  no  actual  and  per- 
ceptible damage  to  the  plaintiff:  and  therefore  we  think  that  question 
of  fact  was  rightly  left  to  the  jur}*,  who  must  have  found  that  it  did  him 
no  such  damage. 

"VYe  consider  the  other  direction  correct  also,  as  we  understand  it. 
The  question  was  not,  if  the  defendants  had  caused  a  damage  $o  the 
plaintiff,  amounting  in  law  to  a  disturbance  of  his  right,  for  which  an 
action  would  lie,  whether  it  would  be  barred  by  an  advantage  of  equal 
value,  conferred  in  nature  of  a  set-off;  but  whether  the  improvements 
of  Clark  upon  his  meadow,  taken  together  as  a  whole,  including  the  dam 
and  ditches  as  parts  of  one  and  the  same  improvement,  any  damage 
was  done  to  the  plaintiff;  and  this  we  think  was  correctly  so  left. 

It  may  perhaps  be  proper  to  guard  against  misconstruction,  In  con- 
sidering what  are  the  general  rights  and  duties  of  persons  owning  lands, 
bounding  on  running  streams,  by  the  general  rules  of  law  and  for  general 
purposes,  that  some  alterations  of  these  rules,  may  be  effected  in  Massa- 
chusetts, by  the  Acts  of  legislation  on  that  subject,  in  respect  to  mills, 
and  the  construction  which  has  been  judicially  put  upon  such  legislative 
Acts.  This  system  originated  with  the  Provincial  Act,  13  Anne,  passed 
in  1714,  Ancient  Laws  and  Charters,  404.  This  Act  by  its  operation 
necessarily  secures,  to  some  extent,  advantages  to  the  prior  occupant  of 
a  stream,  by  a  dam  erected  to  work  a  mill.  Bigelow  v.  Newell,  10 
Pick.  348 ;  Bemis  v.  Up/iam,  13  Pick.  167 ;  Baird  v.  Wells,  22  Pick. 
312. 

It  is  not  necessar}-,  however,  now  to  go  into  this  subject,  but  merely 
to  say  that  the  rights  to  streams  of  running  water,  upon  which  the  pres- 
ent question  turns,  are  not  dependent  upon,  or  affected  by,  the  Mill 
Acts.  ^Exceptions  overruled.1 

1  See  Garwood  v.  N.  Y.  Central  .K.  K.  Co.,  83  N.  Y.  400. 
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McCOY  v.  DANLEY. 
SUPREME  COURT  OF  PENNSYLVANIA.     1852. 

[Reported  20  Pa.  85.] 

ERROR  to  the  Common  Pleas  of  Washington  count}*. 

This  was  an  action  brought  to  August  Terra,  1847,  by  Daniel  McCoy 
v.  William  Danley.  It  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  the  continuance 
of  a  nuisance.  After  the  suit  was  brought,  William  Danle}"  died,  and 
his  administrators  were  substituted. 

To  August  Term,  1844,  Daniel  McCoy  brought  his  action  against 
the  defendant,  William  Danley,  to  recover  damages  for  an  injury  done 
to  the  plaintiff's  land  by  back  water  from  a  mill-dam  erected  on  de- 
fendant's premises.  In  that  suit  the  plaintiff  recovered  a  verdict  and 
judgment. 

The  defendant  having  neglected  and  refused  to  abate  the  nuisance, 
the  plaintiff  brought  the  present  suit,  in  which  he  declared  for  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  nuisance,  as  suggested  by  Rogers,  J.,  in  the  case  of 
Smith  v.  Elliott,  9  Barr,  345 ;  and  gave  in  evidence  the  verdict  and 
judgment  in  the  former  action. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  proved  that  no  change  had  been 
made  in  the  dam  since  the  former  trial. 

After  various  offers  made  on  part  of  plaintiff  to  prove  injury  to  the 
plaintiff's  land  in  consequence  of  the  erection  of  the  dam,  during  the 
ordinary  rises  in  the  stream,  which  were  overruled,  the  court  deciding 
that  the  evidence  should  be  limited  to  the  injury  sustained  at  the  ordi- 
nary stage  of  the  stream,  evidence  was  given  that  if  the  dam  was  re- 
moved, the  plaintiff's  land  would  be  dry  and  valuable ;  that  the  swell- 
ing in  the  stream  was  periodical;  that  in  the  spring  of  the  year  the 
plaintiff's  land  was  covered  with  water  for  two  weeks ;  and  that  most 
of  the  damage  sustained  arose  from  the  common,  ordinarj",  and  expected 
floods. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  the  court  was  requested  to  charge  the 
jury : 

1.  That  the  verdict  and  judgment  in  the  former  suit  were  conclusive 
of  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover,  and  all  the  plaintiff  is  required  to  do 
is,  to  give  in  evidence  the  record  of  the  former  recover}',  and  prove  that 
the  nuisance  remains  in  the  same,  or  in  a  worse  situation  than  before. 

The  court  charged  in  the  affirmative  ;  reference  to  9  Barr,  346. 

2.  That  all  streams  are  subject  to  periodical  and  expected  floods, 
which  occur  at  fixed  times  and  seasons,  which  may  be  calculated  upon 
with  reasonable  certaint}* ;  and  for  all  damage  occasioned  by  ordinary, 
common,  and  expected  floods,  the  defendant  is  liable.    That  if  the 
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jury  are  satisfied,  from  the  evidence,  that  regular  and  periodical  freshets 
or  floods  occur  at  fixed  times  and  seasons,  in  the  stream  in  which  the 
defendants'  dam  is  built,  they  are  bound  to  allow  the  plaintiff  for  all 
damage  occasioned  by  the  dam  during  those  ordinary,  common,  and 
expected  floods. 

Answer.  It  is  within  the  observation  of  all,  that  streams  in  this 
country  are  subject  to  periodical  and  expected  floods,  which  occur  gen- 
erally at  particular  seasons  every  year  —  the  nature  and  extent  of  these 
floods  are  well  understood.  Again,  there  are  what  may  be  called  ex- 
traordinary floods,  not  occurring  at  stated  periods,  but  happening 
once,  perhaps,  in  the  course  of  several  years.  We  are  not  asked  then 
to  charge  you  that  the  defendants  ate  liable  in  damages  for  injuries 
sustained  for  extraordinary  floods,  but  for  the  usual  ordinary  and 
expected  floods  which  occur  in  the  course  of  every  year.  This  we 
cannot  do.  The  expression  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  Monongahela 
Navigation  Co.  v.  Coon,  6  Barr,  383,  is  too  plain  and  explicit  for 
doubt.  The  rule  there  stated  is,  that  a  riparian  owner  is  entitled  "  to 
swell  water  in  the  channel  of  the  stream  in  its  natural  state  up  to  his 
neighbor's  line,  and  that  he  is  not  answerable  for  damage  done  by  high 
water,  however  it  may  have  been  increased  by  the  obstruction  below." 
We  saty  to  3*011  that  the  defendants  are  only  liable  for  injury  done  by  the 
swelling  of  the  water  at  its  ordinarj1  stage,  and  we  define  an  ordinary 
stage  to  be  the  situation  of  the  stream  for  the  longest  period  exclusive 
of  what  might  be  catted  the  dry  season.  Then,  whatever  injury  the 
plaintiff  has  sustained  by  the  swelling  of  the  water  at  its  usual  and 
ordinary  state,  he  is  entitled  to  recover. 

3.  That,  after  the  former  verdict  and  judgment,  it  was  the  defend- 
ant's duty  to  abate  the  nuisance,  and  that  his  continuance  of  it  is  to  be 
regarded  as  an  aggravation  of  the  injury,  and  as  enlarging  the  damages. 
That  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  exemplary  damages  in  this  suit. 
That  the  jury  are  bound  to  give  such  damages  as  will  punish  the  de- 
fendant and  compel  him  to  abate  the  nuisance. 

Answer.  Damages  are  either  nominal,  compensatory,  exemplary,  or 
vindictive.  We  are  asked  to  charge  you  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled,  in 
this  case,  to  recover  exemplary  damages,  which  are  such  as  will  not 
only  fully  compensate  the  plaintiff,  but  punish  the  defendants,  and  thus 
compel  them  to  abate  the  nuisance.  The  jury  are  at  liberty,  in  a  case 
of  this  nature  (which  is  nothing  more  than  an  inquest  to  ascertain 
damages) ,  to  give  such  damages  as  would  compel  the  defendants  to 
abate  the  nuisance,  but  they  are  not  bound  to  do  so ;  cases  might 
occur  where  it  would  be  highl}"  unjust  to  compel  a  party  defendant  to 
pull  down  the  erection  which  had  been  declared  a  nuisance,  as  when  the 
continued  injurj*  to  the  part}*  complaining  is  but  insignificant,  and  the 
erection  of  great  value.  There  it  would  be  wrong  to  give  exemplary 
damages.  Again,  the  erection  might  be  of  no  value,  and  the  injury 
occasioned  and  continued  great.  In  a  case  like  this  the  damages  should 
be  such  as  would  compel  the  party  to  abate  the  nuisance. 
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Error  was  assigned,  in  the  first  four  assignments,  to  the  rejection 
of  the  evidence  ;  and  in  the  fifth,  to  the  refusal  to  charge  as  requested 
in  the  second  point  In  the  sixth,  in  refusing  to  charge  as  requested  in 
the  third  point. 

Acheson  and  Wilson,  were  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Montgomery,  for  defendants  in  error. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

BLACK,  C.  J.  This  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  erecting  a  dam  by 
which  the  water  of  the  stream  was  penned  back  so  as  to  overflow  the 
plaintiff's  land  above.  Evidence  was  offered  to  show  the  injury  which 
had  been  caused  by  the  structure  at  times  of  ordinary  and  natural  rises 
in  the  stream  ;  at  regular  and  periodical  rises  ;  at  times  of  high  water 
occurring  at  the  usual  flood  seasons ;  and  at  times  of  ordinary  and 
common  freshets.  All  this  was  rejected,  and  the  court  held  in  the 
charge  that  there  could  be  no  recovery  except  for  damage  done  by 
swelling  back  the  water  at  its  ordinan-  stage,  and  this  was  defined  to 
be  that  situation  in  which  it  remains  longest,  excluding  the  dry  season. 

We  find  no  authority  for  this  rule.  One  objection  to  it  is  the  extreme 
difficulty  of  its  application.  In  this  country  there  is  no  dry  season, 
properly  so  called.  We  have  periods  of  drought  which  come  irregularly 
and  at  all  times  of  the  year.  The  streams  rise  immediately  after  a  rain 
or  the  melting  of  the  snows,  and  the  fall  begins  as  soon  as  the  rise 
ceases.  That  they  ever  remain  in  one  situation  for  a  perceptible  length 
of  time  would  be  hard  to  prove.  If  the}"  do,  it  would  require  an  obser- 
vation so  close  and  so  constant  to  know  in  what  situation  they  remain 
longest,  that  no  person  of  ordinary  habits  could  be  expected  to  tell  it. 
No  two  witnesses  would  be  likely  to  agree  even  upon  their  average 
height  during  a  given  time. 

But  suppose  the  ordinary  situation  of  a  stream  according  to  this 
definition  of  it  could  be  ascertained  with  tolerable  accuracy,  we  think  a 
dam  which  backs  the  water  on  the  land  of  the  proprietor  above  during 
ever}'  spell  of  wet  weather,  is  something  more  than  damnum  absque 
injuria.  If  not,  a  man,  whose  farm  consists  of  a  low  creek  bottom,  is 
at  the  mercy  of  his  neighbor  below.  His  trees  may  be  killed,  his  crops 
destroyed,  his  springs  drowned,  his  house  rendered  uninhabitable,  and 
his  land  made  worthless,  not  only  while  the  overflow  lasts,  but  by  the 
pools  of  stagnant  water  left  standing  on  it  afterwards.  And  all  this 
must  be  the  necessary  consequence,  not  of  great  floods,  which,  like 
other  inevitable  calamities,  are  to  be  borne  without  complaint,  but  of 
every  ordinary  freshet  caused  by  the  usual  rains  which  are  expected 
with  as  much  confidence  as  we  look  for  the  return  of  summer  and 
winter.  The  law  would  be  very  defective  if  it  did  not  protect  men  from 
wrongs  like  these  in  rainy  as  well  as  in  dry  seasons ;  and  since  every 
year  brings  its  alternations  of  high  water  and  low,  a  person  who  erects 
a  dam  is  bound  to  foresee  the  one  as  much  as  the  other.  It  often 
happens  that  small  mills  for  grinding,  sawing,  or  other  purposes,  are 
erected  on  streams  too  weak  to  turn  them  except  at  high  water.  Sup- 
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pose  two  such  mills  are  on  the  same  creek,  the  owner  of  the  lower  one, 
according  to  the  defendant's  doctrine,  can  say  to  the  other,  "You  may 
use  your  machinery,  if  3-ou  can,  when  there  is  not  water  enough  to  drive 
it ;  but  when  the  rise  comes,  I  claim  the  right,  and  will  exercise  it,  to 
pen  the  water  back  upon  you  and  stop  your  wheel."  If  one  party  may 
do  this  with  impunity,  and  the  other  must  submit  without  a  remedy, 
what  becomes  of  the  maxim,  Sic  utere  tuo  ut  alienum  non  Icedasf 

The  opinion  in  the  case  of  the  Monongahela  Navigation  Company 
v.  Coon,  6  Barr,  379,  which  seems  to  have  misled  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  does  not  go  the  whole  length  they  seem  to  have  thought.  The 
judge  who  delivered  that  opinion  speaks  throughout,  not  of  the  usual 
high  water,  but  of  floods  which  occur  on  extraordinary  occasions.  Be- 
sides, the  point  was  not  before  him  at  all ;  and  he  was  not  required  to 
speak  with  precision.  The  onty  point  decided  there  which  makes  that 
case  akin  to  this  one,  was,  that  under  the  Act  of  Assembly  the  defend- 
ants were  responsible  for  all  damage  caused  by  their  dam  under  all 
circumstances.  The  remarks  about  the  rights  and  duties  of  riparian 
proprietors  differently  situated  were  but  obiter  dicta  /  and  there  is  noth- 
ing in  them  from  which  we  infer  that  the  court  then  considered  a  com- 
mon freshet,  such  as  may  probably  happen  anj*  month  in  the  year,  to 
be  an  extraordinar}'  occasion,  of  which  one  who  built  a  dam  was  not 
required  to  calculate  the  effects. 

But  this  question  did  arise  in  Sell  v.  McClintock,  9  Watts,  119,  and 
it  was  decided,  not  under  the  Act  making  Oil  Creek  a  public  highway 
(for  the  Statute  did  not  either  create  or  change  the  rights  of  the  parties) , 
but,  according  to  the  principles  of  the  common  law,  that  one  who  erects 
a  dam  is  responsible  for  all  the  injury  caused  by  it  in  times  of  usual, 
ordinary,  and  expected  freshets.  A  flood  is  another  thing.  It  may 
not  come  for  years  together.  When  it  does  come,  it  is  a  visitation  of 
Providence,  and  the  destruction  it  brings  with  it  must  be  borne  by  those 
on  whom  it  happens  to  fall. 

This  was  a  second  suit  for  the  same  injury.  The  first  had  resulted  in 
a  judgment  for  the  plaintiff.  The  court  property  held,  that  the  record 
in  the  former  case  was  decisive  of  the  parties'  rights.  The  plaintiff 
submitted,  that  the  jury  were  bound  to  find  such  damages  as  would 
punish  the  defendant,  and  compel  him  to  abate  the  nuisance.  But  this 
the  court  denied  to  be  law  in  a  case  where  the  erection  complained  of 
was  of  great  value  to  one  party,  and  the  injury  to  the  other  insignifi- 
cant. In  this  we  cannot  concur.  The  usufruct  of  water  belongs  to  the 
owners  of  the  land  through  which  it  passes.  It  is  property  to  all  intents 
and  purposes.  If  one  uses  it  in  such  a  way  as  to  prevent  another, 
whose  right  is  as  good  as  his,  from  using  it  for  a  similar  purpose,  or  if 
he  interferes  in  any  injurious  wa}*  with  its  natural  flow  through  the  land 
of  his  neighbor  above  or  below  him,  he  is  taking  another  man's  property 
for  his  own  purposes,  and  this  he  can  never  do  without  a  contract.  He 
who  desires  to  have  a  water-right  which  does  not  belong  to  him,  must 
bargain  for  it,  as  he  would  do  for  anything  else.  The  law  will  not 
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allow  the  owner  to  be  deprived  of  it  because  he  does  not  use  it  profit- 
ably, nor  compel  him  to  part  with  it  against  his  will,  even  for  a  full 
price.  The  plaintiff's  right,  therefore,  to  have  the  dam  in  question 
reduced,  and  to  be  restored  again  to  the  full  enjoyment  of  his  own 
property,  was  absolute,  and  in  no  manner  or  degree  dependent  on 
its  value  to  his  adversary,  or  the  quantum  of  injury  done  to  himself. 
The  first  action  in  such  cases  is  generally  brought  to  test  the  parties' 
rights.  In  the  absence  of  malice  or  aggravating  circumstances,  com- 
pensatory damages  are  enough ;  for  it  cannot  fairly  be  presumed  that 
any  one  would  maintain  a  nuisance  in  the  face  of  a  judicial  decision 
conclusively  fixing  its  character.  But  if  he  will  not  abate  it,  he  may  be 
compelled  to  do  so  in  a  second  action.  And  how  shall  he  be  compelled 
to  do  it,  except  by  a  verdict  which  makes  it  his  interest  ?  The  point  on 
this  subject  should  have  been  answered  in  the  affirmative,  and  the  jury 
instructed  to  see,  not  only  that  the  plaintiff  lost  nothing,  but  that  the 
defendant  gained  nothing  by  disobedience  of  the  law. 

LOWKIE,  J.  The  prevailing  and  controlling  error  in  the  trial  of  this 
cause  is,  in  holding  that  a  man  may  erect  a  mill-dam  on  his  own  land  so 
as  to  throw  the  water  back  to  his  neighbor's  line,  in  the  ordinary  stage 
of  the  stream,  even  though  the  consequence  be,  that,  in  its  natural  and 
ordinary  swellings  in  some  seasons  of  the  year,  his  neighbor's  land  is 
overflowed.  The  correction  of  this  error  will,  of  itself,  modify  some 
other  points  ruled  by  the  court  below. 

No  man  has  a  right  to  appropriate  an}*  portion  of  his  neighbor's  prop- 
erty to  his  Own  use,  even  for  a  temporary  purpose.  If  he  ma}-  take  his 
neighbor's  land  at  frequent  and  uncertain  periods  in  every  year,  he  may 
as  well  take  it  altogether,  for  his  neighbor  cannot  use  it.  If  it  is  very 
important  for  him  to  have  it,  let  him  buy  it.  If  he  invades  it  improp- 
erly, let  him  suffer  as  a  wrongdoer. 

Ordinary:  the  error  is  in  the  use  of  that  word.  A  distinction  is 
taken  between  the  ordinary  stage  of  the  water,  and  at  its  ordinary  stage 
at  particular  periods.  The  former  is  without  meaning  unless  it  means 
the  average  stage;  for  there  is  no  ordinary  stage  of  any  stream  in  this 
countrj*  for  the  3'ear  round.  A  man  may  make  his  dam  according  to 
the  ordinary,  but  not  according  to  the  average,  stage  of  the  stream. 
But  what  is  the  ordinary  stage?  That  depends  upon  seasons  and 
weather.  The  ordinar}*  stage,  in  ordinary  rainy  seasons,  is  one  thing, 
and  in  ordinary  dry  seasons,  is  another.  The  ordinary  stage,  in 
March,  is  high,  in  August,  low.  The  ordinary  rises  of  streams  are 
matters  which  every  one  is  expected  to  provide  against,  because,  with 
ordinary  care,  he  can  calculate  upon  them.  The  owner  of  a  dam  is 
not  answerable  for  damages  caused  by  his  dam,  combined  with  an 
act  of  Providence.  But  an  act  of  Providence,  in  legal  phraseology, 
means  an  accident  against  which  ordinary  skill  and  foresight  is  not 
expected  to  provide.  It  does  not  include  those  floods  which  happen 
so  frequently  that  men  of  ordinary  prudence  are  expected  to  calculate 
upon  them ;  and,  against  such  swellings,  the  defendant  was  bound  to 
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provide  when  he  erected  his  dam  ;  and  if  he  did  not  do  so,  he  should  be 
compelled  to  lower  it,  if  the  plaintiff  insists. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  awarded.1  t 


^^~,  -V*~,  /       v~7 

.  ^^' 


THURBER  v.  MARTIN. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1854. 

[Reported  2  Gray,  394.] 

ACTION  of  tort  by  the  owner  and  occupant  of  a  mill  situated  on 
Rock}-  River  in  Rehoboth,  against  the  owner  and  occupant  of  another 
mill  half  a  mile  higher  up  on  the  same  stream,  to  recover  damages  oc- 
casioned by  the  use  of  the  water  of  the  stream  by  the  defendant  for  his 
own  mill,  in  such  a  manner  as  to  interrupt  and  hinder  the  natural  flow 
thereof,  and  divert  it  from  the  plaintiffs  mill. 

•At  the  trial  before  Merriclc,  J.,  the  plaintiff  produced  evidence  tend- 
ing to  show  that  the  mill  owned  and  occupied  by  him  was  erected  fifty 
or  sixty  }-ears  before  any  mill  was  built  on  the  site  owned  by  the  de- 
fendant, and  that  it  had  ever  since  been  in  constant  use,  as  far  as  the 
supply  of  water  in  the  stream  enabled  the  successive  owners  to  use  it. 
And  he  contended  that  by  such  use,  for  such  length  of  time,  he  ac- 
quired an  absolute  right  to  have  the  waters  of  the  stream  come  to  his 
mill  according  to  their  natural  flow,  without  any  interruption  or  disturb- 
ance whatever  by  the  defendant  in  the  working  and  operation  of  his 
mill ;  and  requested  the  presiding  judge  so  to  instruct  the  jury. 

But  the  judge  declined  to  do  so,  and  instead  thereof  instructed  them 
"  that  ever}-  riparian  proprietor  had  a  right  to  use  the  waters  of  a  river 
or  running  stream  for  the  purpose  of  working,  operating,  and  propelling 
artificial  works  erected  upon  its  banks ;  that  priority  of  occupation 
secured  to  the  first  occupant  the  exclusive  right  to  the  use  of  the  water 
to  the  extent  of  his  occupation ;  but  that  priority  of  use  at  any  par- 
ticular point  upon  a  stream,  however  long  continued,  could  never  de- 
prive the  owner  of  lands  bounded  on  the  stream,  at  any  point  above 
the  mill  pond  of  the  first  occupant,  of  the  right  to  have  and  enjoy  a 
similar  use  of  the  water  as  it  passed  by  his  lands ;  and  that  therefore 
the  defendant,  being  a  riparian  proprietor,  had  a  right,  after  the  plaintiff 
and  those  under  whom  he  claimed  had  maintained  and  used  a  mill  upon 
said  river  for  sixty  years,  or  for  any  greater  length  of  time,  to  construct 
a  dam  across  the  stream,  at  any  point  above  the  plaintiff's  mill-pond, 

1  See  Spragiie  v.  Worcester,  13  Gray,  193  ;  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Carr,  38  Ohio  St.  448. 
If  water  is  set  back  so  as  to  cause  injurious  percolation,  an  action  will  lie,  Pixley  v. 
Clark,  35  N.  Y.  520  (1866),  but  not  if  the  setting  back  merely  prevents  a  percolation 
out.  Harwoodv.  Benton,  32  Vt.  724  (1860). 
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for  the  purpose  of  raising  a  head  of  water  to  propel,  work,  and  operate 
his  mill  erected  on  land  adjoining  the  stream  ;  but  that  his  right  was 
limited  to  using  the  water  in  a  reasonable  and  proper  manner  for  the 
propelling,  working,  and  operating  of  a  mill  of  such  magnitude  only  as 
was  adapted  and  appropriate  to  the  size  and  capacity  of  the  stream, 
and  the  quantity  of  water  flowing  therein ;  that  he  could  not  lawfully 
detain  the  water  in  his  pond  an  unreasonable  length  of  time,  nor  dis- 
charge it  therefrom  in  such  excessive  quantities  that  it  would  run  to 
waste,  and  be  lost  by  the  riparian  proprietors  below ;  but  that  he  was 
bound  to  use  the  water  in  such  way  and  manner  that  ever}*  riparian 
proprietor,  at  points  farther  down  the  stream,  would  have  the  enjoyment 
and  use  of  it  substantiall}"  according  to  its  natural  flow,  but  still  subject 
to  such  disturbance  and  interruption  as  was  necessar}*  and  unavoidable 
in  and  by  the  reasonable  and  proper  use  of  it  for  the  propelling,  work- 
ing, and  operating  of  a  mill  of  suitable  magnitude,  adapted  and  appro- 
priate to  the  size  and  capacity  of  the  stream,  and  the  quantity  of  water 
flowing  therein ;  and  that  if  it  appeared  from  all  the  evidence  in  the 
case  that  the  defendant's  mill  was  not  adapted  and  appropriate  to  the 
size  and  capacit}*  of  the  stream,  but  was  disproportionably  large  and 
extensive ;  or  if  the  defendant  used  the  water  in  an  unreasonable  man- 
ner ;  and  the  plaintiff  was,  in  either  of  these  ways,  or  by  either  of  these 
means,  interrupted  or  disturbed  in  the  operation  of  his  mill,  he  was 
entitled  to  a  verdict  commensurate  to  the  injury  sustained." 

The  jur}'  returned  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  and  the  judge  reported 
the  case  for  the  consideration  of  the  full  court ;  judgment  to  be  entered 
on  ^he  verdict,  if  the  foregoing  instructions  were  correct ;  otherwise,  a 
new  trial  to  be  granted. 

JV.  Morton,  for  the  plaintiff. 

C.  I.  Heed,  for  the  defendant. 

SHAW,  C.  J.  The  court  are  of  opinion  that  the  law  was  rightly  stated 
by  the  judge  at  the  trial ;  that  it  was  laid  down  with  fulness  and  accu- 
rac}~,  and  with  proper  qualifications.  Eveiy  man  has  a  right  to  the 
reasonable  use  and  enjoyment  of  a  current  of  running  water,  as  it  flows 
through  or  along  his  own  land,  for  mill  purposes,  having  a  due  regard  to 
the  like  reasonable  use  of  the  stream  by  all  other  proprietors  above  and 
below  him.  In  determining  what  is  such  reasonable  use,  a  just  regard 
must  be  had  to  the  force  and  magnitude  of  the  current,  its  height  and 
velocitj*,  the  state  of  improvement  in  the  country  in  regard  to  mills  and 
machinery,  and  the  use  of  water  as  a  propelling  power,  the  general 
usage  of  the  country  in  similar  cases,  and  all  other  circumstances  bear- 
ing upon  the  question  of  fitness  and  propriety  in  the  use  of  the  water  in 
the  particular  case.  If  an}'  party  claims  a  special  right  to  the  use  of 
the  water,  more  beneficial  to  himself,  and  more  burdensome  to  the 
riparian  proprietors  above  or  below,  than  what  may  be  called  the  nat- 
ural or  general  right  to  the  reasonable  use  of  the  stream,  he  must 
establish  such  right  b\"  grant  or  prescription. 

In  the  present  case,  there  seems  to  have  been  nothing  to  show  an}r 
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use  of  the  stream  by  the  defendant,  beyond  a  reasonable  use ;  or  if 
there  was,  the  instructions  were  such  as  to  leave  the  question  of  fact 
fully  to  the  jury,  whose  province  it  was  to  pass  upon  it.  A 

Judgment  on  the  verdict.       /]  - 


CHATFIELD  w.' WILSON. 
SUPREME  COURT  OF  VERMONT.     1855. 

[Reported  28  Vt.  49.] 

ACTION  on  the  case  for  the  disturbance  of  a  watercourse.  The 
declaration  contained  three  counts,  the  first  and  second  charging  the 
defendant  with  having  lowered  and  changed  the  channel  of  a  brook, 
which  divided  the  farms  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  and  diverting 
the  water  therein ;  and  the  third  complained  of  an  interference  by  the 
defendant,  with  the  natural  flow  or  passage,  by  percolation,  of  the 
water  through  the  defendant's  land,  to  the  plaintiff's,  by  means  of  which 
a  reservoir  or  tub  on  the  plaintiffs  land  was  supplied  with  water. 
Plea,  the  general  issue;  trial  by  jury,  March  Term,  1855,  —  Poland, 
J.,  presiding. 

The  plaintiff's  evidence  tended  to  prove  that  the  defendant's  farm  lay 
north  and  east  of  the  plaintiff's ;  and  that  the  plaintiffs  farm  and  the 
defendant's  land  lying  north  of  it  were  divided  by  a  small  brook,  which 
came  from  a  spring  farther  east  on  the  defendant's  land,  and  ran 
westerly,  and  that  sometimes,  in  the  summer,  the  brook  would  become 
wholly  dried  up.  At  the  northeast  corner  of  the  plaintiff's  farm,  and 
on  the  south  side  of  the  brook,  there  was  a  small  piece  of  level  ground, 
some  ten  or  fifteen  feet  wide,  and  extending  up  and  down  the  brook 
about  two  rods,  which  was  partly  on  the  plaintiff's  land,  and  partly  on 
the  defendant's  land  lying  east ;  that  this  piece  of  flat  ground  was  wet, 
porous  and  spongy,  so  that  by  digging  into  it  the  cavity  would  fill  with 
water ;  that,  prior  to  the  act  of  the  plaintiff  in  keying  his  aqueduct  as 
hereinafter  stated,  there  was  no  water  apparent  on  the  surface  of  this 
piece  of  flat  ground,  and  no  appearance  of  a  spring  of  water  there,  but 
that  the  water  in  the  soil  came  from  the  brook  above  by  percolation 
through  the  soft  soil  and  upon  the  surface  of  the  flat  rock  under  the 
soil ;  that  some  four  or  five  years  previous  to  the  spring  of  1852,  the 
plaintiff,  by  leave  of  the  defendant,  dug  a  hole  in  this  piece  of  flat 
ground,  a  few  feet  over  the  line  on  the  defendant's  land,  and  in  this 
hole  placed  a  tub  which  filled  with  water,  and  laid  an  aqueduct  of  lead 
pipe  from  the  tub  to  his  buildings,  and  from  that  time  up  to  the  spring 
of  1852,  procured  in  this  manner  an  ample  supply  of  water  for  his 
buildings,  for  which  he  paid  the  defendant  annually  the  sum  of  one 
dollar  and  fifty  cents  ;  that  in  the  spring  of  1852,  there  was  some  diffi- 
culty between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant  notified 
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the  plaintiff  to  remove  his  tub  and  pipe  from  the  defendant's  land,  and 
the  plaintiff,  accordingly,  took  up  his  tub,  and  placed  it  in  a  hole  in  the 
flat  ground  on  his  own  side  of  the  line,  but  within  a  short  distance  of  it, 
and  also  very  near  the  bank  of  the  brook  ;  that  his  lead  pipe  was  placed 
in  this  tub,  and  that  he  continued  to  be  well  supplied  with  water  until 
about  the  first  of  Juty,  1852  ;  that  the  tub,  when  placed  on  the  plain- 
tiff's own  land,  was  sunk  to  the  depth  of  a  foot  or  more  below  the  chan- 
nel of  the  brook,  and  that  the  tub  and  aqueduct  were  supplied  with 
water  by  the  filtration  of  the  water  from  the  brook  directly,  and  also 
through  the  soil  and  under  the  soil,  on  the  defendant's  side  of  the  line. 
The  plaintiffs  evidence  also  tended  to  prove  that  about  the  1st  of  July, 
1852,  the  defendant  dug  away  and  lowered  the  channel  of  said  brook, 
beginning  some  two  or  three  feet  above,  and  east  of  the  plaintiff's  cor- 
ner, and  extending  twelve  or  fifteen  feet  below,  so  that  the  water  of 
the  brook  was  thereby  made  to  run  in  the  new  channel,  two  or  three 
feet  farther  north,  and  about  a  foot  lower  than  before  ;  that  the  defend- 
ant also  dug  a  channel  from  the  hole  where  the  plaintiff's  tub  had  for- 
merly stood  in  his  land,  out  into  the  channel  of  the  brook,  so  as  to 
carry  all  the  water  which  collected  there  into  the  new  channel  he  had 
made  for  the  brook,  above  the  plaintiff's  corner  ;  and  that  the  defendant 
filled  up  the  side  of  this  channel,  from  the  hole  or  spring  to  the  brook 
on  the  side  next  to  the  plaintiff's  tub  with  dry  hard  earth,  so  as  to  pre- 
vent an}'  filtration  of  water,  through  or  under  the  soil  on  his  land,  to 
the  plaintiff's  tub,  and  that  these  acts  of  the  defendant  prevented  the 
water  from  accumulating  in  the  plaintiff's  tub,  either  from  the  brook 
directly  or  through  or  under  the  soil  of  the  defendant's  land,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  thereby  was  wholly  deprived  of  water  by  his  said  aque- 
duct;  and  that  these  acts  of  the  defendant  were  not  necessary,  and 
were  not  done  by  the  defendant  with  anj*  purpose  of  supplying  himself 
with  water,  for  any  purpose,  but  sole!}'  with  the  design  of  thereby  de- 
priving the  plaintiff  of  water  by  his  aqueduct.  The  defendant  claimed, 
and  his  evidence  tended  to  prove,  that  previous  to  the  plaintiff's  putting 
his  tub  and  pipe  into  the  defendant's  land,  as  above  stated,  there  was 
an  open  visible  spring  of  water,  where  the  tub  was  placed,  the  water 
from  which  flowed  north  into  the  brook  on  the  defendant's  land  in  a  nat- 
ural channel,  and  that  there  was  never  any  such  flow  of  the  water  of  the 
brook  through  or  under  the  soil  on  the  defendant's  land,  as  the  plaintiff 
claimed.  The  defendant  also  claimed  that  the  plaintiff's  tub,  after  the 
same  was  placed  on  his  own  land,  was  not  supplied  with  water  by  the 
natural  percolation  of  the  water  through  the  soil,  either  from  the  brook, 
or  from  the  water  of  this  land  or  spring,  but  that  it  was  supplied  with 
water  from  the  defendant's  spring,  through  a  blind  or  underground  ditch, 
which  the  plaintiff  had  made  without  his  license  or  permission,  and  that 
the  only  effect  of  his  acts,  of  which  the  plaintiff  complained,  was  to 
restore  the  flow  of  the  water  to  its  natural  condition,  as  it  was  before 
anything  had  been  done  by  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  also  claimed 
that  what  was  done  by  him,  was  done  for  the  purpose  of  providing 
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water  for  his  pasture,  and  not  to  injure  the  plaintiff;  and  he  also  denied 
making  any  change  of  the  channel  of  the  brook,  as  claimed  by  the 
plaintiff.  The  charge  of  the  court  relative  to  the  turning  of  the  channel 
of  the  brook  was  not  excepted  to.  In  relation  to  the  other  part  of  the 
case,  the  court  charged  (among  other  things  not  excepted  to)  that  the 
defendant  had  a  right  to  prevent  the  flow  or  escape  of  water  .from  his 
own  land  to  the  plaintiff's  tub  by  any  artificial  means  that  the  plaintiff 
had  used  to  obtain  it,  and  that  he  might  lawfully  do  all  that  was  neces- 
sary to  restore  the  water  to  its  natural  flow,  and  that  it  was  not  material 
what  his  purpose  or  motive  was  ;  and  that  the  defendant  would  not  be 
liable  for  any  act  of  his,  upon  his  own  land,  in  preventing  the  natural 
flow  or  escape  of  water,  in  or  under  the  soil  from  his  land  to  the  plain- 
tiff's, provided  such  act  was  done  for  the  purpose  of  reasonably  provid- 
ing himself,  or  his  farm  or  cattle,  with  a  supply  of  water ;  but  if  they 
found  that  the  acts  of  the  defendant  did  pi-event  the  usual  and  natural 
flow  of  the  water,  in  or  under  the  ground  from  the  defendant's  soil  to 
the  plaintiff's,  and  that  these  acts  were  done  by  the  defendant  solely 
with  the  purpose  of  injuring  the  plaintiff,  and  depriving  him  of  water, 
and  not  with  any  purpose  of  usefulness  to  himself,  then  he  would  be 
liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  such  damages  as  he  thereby  sustained.  The 
jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  all  the  counts,  in  his  declara- 
tion. To  so  much  of  the  charge  as  is  above  detailed,  the  defendant 
excepted. 

for  the  defendant. 

0.  H.  Smith  and  F.  V.  Randall,  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered,  at  the  circuit  session  in 
September,  1856,  by 

BENNETT,  J.  This  is  the  first  time,  within  my  knowledge,  that  the 
question  has  ever  come  before  our  courts,  in  relation  to  the  rights  of 
adjoining  proprietors  of  lands  to  water  percolating  under  the  surface, 
through  wet  and  porous  ground,  and  the  case  may  be  considered  some- 
what important  in  principle,  as  well  as  novel,  in  this  State.  The  court 
below,  on  this  point,  told  the  jury,  in  substance,  that  the  defendant  had 
the  right  to  prevent  the  escape  of  water  from  his  own  land  to  the  plain- 
tiff's tub,  which  he  had  sunk  on  his  own  land,  and  that  he  might  law- 
fully do  all  that  was  necessaiy  to  restore  the  water  to  its  original  flow, 
and  that  it  was  not  material  what  his  motive  was  ;  and  that  he  had  the 
right,  on  his  own  land,  to  prevent  the  natural  flow  or  escape  of  water, 
in  or  under  ground,  from  his  to  the  plaintiff's  land,  provided  it  was 
done  to  secure,  in  a  reasonable  manner,  a  supply  of  water  for  himself, 
his  farm,  and  cattle ;  but  if  done  solely  to  injure  the  plaintiff,  and 
deprive  him  of  water,  and  not  to  benefit  himself,  then  he  would  be 
liable.  This  charge  is  evidently  based  upon  the  ground  that  there  were 
certain  correlative  rights  existing  between  these  parties,  in  the  use  of 
the  water  percolating  in  and  under  the  surface  of  the  earth.  The  rules 
of  law  which  govern  the  use  of  a  stream  of  water,  flowing  in  its  natural 
course  over  the  surface  of  lands  belonging  to  different  proprietors,  are 
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well  settled,  and  the  correlative  rights  of  the  adjoining  proprietors  are 
clearly  defined.  Each  proprietor  of  the  land  has  the  right  to  have  the 
stream  flow  in  its  natural  course  over  his  land,  and  to  use  the  same  as 
he  pleases  for  his  own  purposes,  not  inconsistent  with  a  similar  right  in 
the  proprietors  of  the  land  above  or  below  him  ;  but  no  proprietor  above 
can  diminish  the  quantity  or  injure  the  quality  of  the  water,  which 
would  otherwise  naturally  descend,  nor  can  an}*  proprietor  below  throw 
back  the  water  upon  the  proprietor  above,  without  some  license  or 
grant.  But^wethink  the  law  governing  runmnj^strcams  is  not  applica- 
ble tojuiderground  water,  and  that  no  light  can  be  obtained  from  the 
law  of  surface  streams  ;  and  if  it  is  to  be  established  that  there  are  cor- 
relative rights  existing,  between  adjoining  proprietors  of  land,  to  the 
use  of  water  percolating  the  earth,  an  entire  new  chapter  in  the  law  will 
be  necessary  to  define  what  these  rights  are,  and  to  put  them  on  some 
tangible  and  practical  ground,  that  the  rules  concerning  them  may  be 
applied  to  common  use.  But  from  the  very  nature  of  the  case,  this 
seems  impracticable. 

The  laws  of  the  existence  of  water  under  ground,  and  of  its  progress 
while  there,  are  not  uniform,  and  cannot  be  known  with  any  degree  of 
certainty,  nor  can  its  progress  be  regulated.  It  sometimes  rises  to  a 
great  height,  and  sometimes  moves  in  collateral  directions,  by  some 
secret  influences,  beyond  our  comprehension. 

The  secret,  changeable,  and  uncontrollable  character  of  underground 
water,  in  its  operations,  is  so  diverse  and  uncertain  that  we  cannot  well 
subject  it  to  the  regulations  of  law,  nor  build  upon  it  a  system  of  rules, 
as  is  done  in  the  case  of  surface  streams.  Their  nature  is  defined,  and 
their  progress  over  the  surface  may  be  seen  and  known,  and  is  uniform. 
They  are  not  in  the  earth  and  a  part  of  it,  and  no  secret  influences 
move  them,  but  they  assume  a  distinct  character  from  that  of  the  earth, 
and  become  subject  to  a  certain  law,  —  the  great  law  of  gravitation. 

There  is,  then,  no  difficult}'  in  recognizing  a  right  to  the  use  of  water 
flowing  in  a  stream  as  private  property,  and  regulating  that  use  by 
settled  principles  of  law.  We  think  the  practical  uncertainties  which 
must  ever  attend  subterranean  waters  is  reason  enough  why  it  should 
not  be  attempted  to  subject  them  to  certain  and  fixed  rules  of  law,  and 
that  it  is  better  to  leave  them  to.  be  enjoyed  absolutely  by  the  owner  of 
the  land,  as  one  of  its  natural  advantages,  and  in  the  eye  of  the  law  a 
part  of  it,  and  we  think  we  are  warranted  in  this  view  by  well-con- 
sidered cases. 

In  the  case  of  Acton  v.  Blundett  et  al,  12  M.  &  W.  324,  it  was  held 
that  the  owner  of  land,  who  had  made  a  well  In  it,  and  thereby  enjoyed 
the  benefit  of  underground  water,  had  no  right  of  action  against  an  ad- 
joining proprietor,  who,  in  sinking  for  and  getting  coal  from  his  own 
soil,  in  the  usual  and  in  a  proper  manner,  caused  the  well  to  become 
dry.  A  query  is  added  whether  it  would  have  made  any  difference  if 
the  well  had  been  enjoyed  by  the  plaintiff  for  more  than  twenty  years. 
In  the  case  of  Roath  v.  Driscoll,  20  Conn.,  the  doctrine  is  fully 
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advanced  that  no  right  is  gained  by  a  mere  continued  preoccupancy  of 
water  under  the  surface  by  an}1  artificial  means  for  a  period  of  fifteen 
years  or  more.  The  court  sa}*,  "  each  owner  has  an  equal  and  com- 
plete right  to  the  use  of  his  land  and  to  the  water  which  is  in  it ;  " 
and  they  say  "  the  water  combined  with  the  earth,  or  passing  through 
it  by  percolation,  or  by  filtration,  or  chemical  attraction,  has  no  dis- 
tinctive character  of  ownership  from  the  earth  itself,  any  more  than 
the  metallic  oxyds,  of  which  the  earth  is  composed,"  and  they  further 
add,  "  water,  whether  moving  or  motionless,  in  the  earth,  is  not,  in  the 
eye  of  the  law,  distinct  from  the  earth."  If  it  is  true  that  subterranean 
water  is  to  be  treated  as  a  part  of  the  earth,  it  must  follow  that  there 
are  no  correlative  rights  in  the  enjoyment  of  such  water,  between  ad- 
joining proprietors  of  land,  and  both  the  case  in  the  12th  of  M.  &  W. 
and  20  Conn,  proceed  upon  that  ground.  The  case  of  G-reenleaf  v. 
Francis,  18  Pick.  117,  goes  upon  the  same  principle,  and  it  was  there 
held  that  no  action  would  lie  against  a  man  who  dug  a  well  on  his  own 
land,  although  he  thereby  took  the  water  from  his  neighbor's  well,  in 
the  absence  of  all  right  acquired  by  grant,  or  an  adverse  user.  The 
case  is  really  put  upon  the  ground  that  "  ever)-  one  has  the  liberty  of 
doing,  on  his  own  ground,  whatever  he  pleases,  even  though  he  occa- 
sion some  damage  to  his  neighbor;"  and  the  court  say,  "there  is 
nothing  in  the  case,  then  at  bar,  which  limited  or  restrained  the  owners 
of  the  estates  severally,  from  having  the  absolute  dominion  of  the  soil 
extending  upwards,  and  below  the  surface,  as  far  as  each  pleased." 
This,  in  effect,  negates  the  position  that  there  can  be,  upon  common 
principles,  correlative  rights  in  underground  water. 

The  case  of  Dickinson  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Canal  Company,  9  /V 
Eng.  Law  and  Eq.  520,  is  not  opposed  to  the  views  taken  in  the  fore- 
going cases.  In  that  case  the  water  was  proved  to  have  been  taken 
from  the  river,  after  it  formed  a  part  of  the  stream,  not  by  reasonable 
use  by  another  riparian  proprietor,  but  b}*  digging  a  well ;  and  this  was 
treated  as  a  diversion  of  surface  water,  and  actionable  at  common  law ; 
and,  in  regard  to  the  abstraction  of  the  water  which  never  did  form 
part  of  the  river,  but  had  been  prevented  from  doing  so  by  the  sinking 
of  the  wells,  it  was  held,  that  the  mill-owners,  being  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  the  stream  in  its  natural  course,  were  deprived  of  part  of  that 
benefit,  if  the  natural  supply  of  the  stream  was  cut  off,  and  might  have 
their  action,  whether  the  water  cut  off  was  a  part  of  an  underground 
watercourse,  or  percolated  through  the  strata  of  the  earth.  In  this 
case  the  injury  complained  of  was  the  diminution  of  water  in  a  surface 
stream,  and  the  law  applicable  to  surface  streams  was  applied.  The 
cases,  cited  by  the  plaintiffs  counsel,  which  relate  to  surface  streams 
can  give  little  or  no  aid  in  the  question  before  us.  The  case  of  /Smith 
v.  Adams,  6  Paige,  435,  is  also  a  case  where  the  underground  water, 
which  was  cut  off  by  an  excavation  on  the  defendant's  land,  supplied  a 
spring,  and  this  spring  caused  a  flow  of  surface  water,  and  the  decision 
was,  that  the  person  who  had  the  right  to  the  use  of  the  water  in  its 
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natural  course,  or  by  a  prescriptive  right,  out  of  its  natural  course,  and 
was  injured  by  the  excavation,  might  have  redress  for  the  injury. 
Here,  too,  the  person  complaining  was  injured  in  his  rights  to  the  use 
of  flowing  water.  Such  is  also  the  case  in  Balston  v.  Benstead,  1 
Campbell,  463.  and  no  doubt  other  cases  of  a  like  character  may  be 
found  in  the  books. 

There  is  no  ground  to  claim  that  the  plaintiff  has  been  injured  in  his 
right  to  the  use  of  water  in  a  surface  stream  flowing  in  its  natural  chan- 
nel, so  far  as  the  case  is  now  before  this  court,  and  he  can  claim  no 
prescriptive  right  to  the  water. 

The  tub  was  sunk  by  the  plaintiff  on  his  own  land,  in  1852,  and  as  his 
evidence  tended  to  prove,  a  foot  or  more  below  the  channel  of  the  brook, 
and  that,  from  this  tub,  the  water  was  taken  by  artificial  means  for  the 
use  of  the  plaintiff;  and  the  case  shows  that  the  plaintiffs  evidence 
tended  to  prove  that  this  tub  was  supplied  with  water,  which  filtrated 
under  ground  from  the  brook,  and  also  from  the  adjoining  land  of  the 
defendant ;  and  the  case,  so  far  as  it  is  sent  up  to  us,  only  concerns  the 
right  of  the  defendant  to  cut  off  the  filtration  of  the  water  from  his  own 
land  to  the  plaintiff's  tub  by  artificial  means,  and  the  consequences,  if 
wantonly  done. 

This,  then,  is  fairly  a  question  as  to  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  in 
underground  water.  Putting  this  case,  then,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
water  in  question,  while  in  the  earth  of  the  defendant,  though  percolat- 
ing through  it,  is  not  distinct  from  it,  in  the  eye  of  the  law  it  becomes 
an  important  inquiry  whether  the  act  of  the  defendant,  in  the  obstruc- 
tion of  the  underground  water  upon  his  own  premises,  can  be  made 
actionable,  simply  upon  the  ground  that  the  motive  was  bad  which 
induced  it.  The  act  of  the  defendant  in  the  obstruction  of  the  water, 
being  in  itself  lawful,  could  not  subject  the  defendant  to  damages 
unless,  by  reason  thereof,  some  right  of  the  plaintiff  has  been  violated. 
The  maxim,  /Sic  utere  tuo,  ut  alienum  non  Icedas,  applies  only  to 
cases  where  the  act  complained  of  violates  some  legal  right  of  the 
party ;  and  it  has  been  attempted  to  be  shown  that  this  underground 
water  cannot  be  made  the  subject  of  correlative  rights.  It  is  said  in 
Comyns's  Digest,  under  the  head  of  Nuisance,  that  an  action  on  the 
case  does  not  lie  for  the  reasonable  use  of  any  right,  though  it  be  to  the 
annoyance  of  another.  This,  it  may  be  said,  implies  that  an  action 
would  lie  if  the*  use  of  one's  right  was  unreasonable. 

This,  no  doubt,  is  true,  under  proper  limitations,  as  in  cases  where 
there  is  a  right  common  to  both  parties,  as  in  the  use  of  a  public  high- 
way, or  of  the  air ;  or  where  there  is  a  duty  to  perform,  and  a  correla- 
tive right  growing  out  of  it,  as  the  repair  of  a  ruinous  house  standing 
so  near  to  the  house  of  another,  as  to  endanger  it  from  its  fall.  In 
such  a  case,  no  doubt,  a  repair  could  be  compelled  ;  and  in  case  of  the 
fall,  an  action  would  lie  for  the  special  damage.  There  are  also  many 
cases  in  the  books,  relating  to  the  relative  use  of  surface  streams,  where 
the  case  has  turned  upon  the  question,  whether  the  use  was  reasonable, 
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and  for  the  party's  own  convenience  or  benefit,  or  wanton  and  mali- 
cious, and  done  to  prejudice  the  rights  of  another.  In  such  cases  there 
are  correlative  rights  to  the  use  of  the  water,  and  the  boundary  of  the 
right  is  a  reasonable  use  of  it.  But  such  cases  have  no  analogy  to  the 
case  at  bar,  and  it  may  be  laid  down  as  a  position  not  to  be  contro- 
verted, that  an  act  legal  in  itself,  violating  no  right,  cannot  be  made 
actionable  on  the  ground  of  the  motive  which  induced  it.  Such  was 
the  case  of  South  Royalton  Bank  v.  Suffolk  Bank,  27  Vt.  505.  If 
the  act  is  lawful,  although  it  ma}'  be  prejudicial,  it  is  damnum  absque 
injuria.  On  this  point  the  case  of  Mahan  v.  Brown,  13  Wend.  261, 
is  a  direct  authority.  There  the  defendant  had  built  a  high  fence  for 
the  sole  purpose  of  obstructing  the  lights  of  his  neighbor's  house  ;  and 
it  was  held,  that  no  action  would  lie,  where  the  lights  were  not  ancient, 
and  no  right  had  been  acquired  by  grant  or  user ;  and  that  the  motive 
with  which  the  act  was  done  was  immaterial.  This  case  goes  upon  the 
ground,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  injured  in  a  legal  right. 

This  is  not  like  the  case  where  the  air  is  contaminated  so  as  to 
become  noxious.  There  a  correlative  right  is  invaded.  In  the  case  of 
Greenleaf  v.  Francis,  18  Pick.  117,  it  is  true,  the  court  charged  the 
jury  that  if  the  defendant  dug  the  well  where  he  did,  upon  his  own  land 
for  the  purpose  of  injuring  the  plaintiff,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  ob- 
taining the  water  for  his  own  use,  the  defendant  was  liable  in  that  action. 
In  that  case,  the  verdict  was  for  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  was  the 
excepting  party.  The  plaintiff  could  not  complain  of  that  part  of  the 
charge  ;  and,  in  bane,  there  was  no  occasion  to  review  that  part  of  it ; 
and  it  is  no  point  in  the  decision,  though  Judge  Putnam  does  remark, 
in  the  course  of  his  opinion,  that  "  the  rights  of  the  defendant  should 
not  be  exercised  from  mere  malice,  as  the  judge  ruled  below,"  but  no 
such  point  was  in  judgment.  The  exceptions  came  from  the  plaintiff, 
and  it  can  only  be  regarded  as  an  obiter  dictum  of  the  judge ;  the  case 
found,  that  the  defendant  had  dug  his  well  in  that  place  on  his  land, 
where  it  was  most  convenient  for  him  ;  and  we  think,  as  applied  to  a 
case  like  the  one  then  at  bar,  and  the  one  now  before  us,  the  position 
was  unsound,  and  against  principle  and  authority. 

Judgment  of  the  county  court  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded.1 

1  See  accord.  Phelps  v.  Noivlen,  72  N.  Y.  39.     But  see  Chesley  v.  King,  74  Me.  164. 
Cf.  Hcywood  v.  Tillson,  75  Me.  225. 
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SNOW  v.  PARSONS. 
SUPREME  COURT  OF  VERMONT.     1856. 

[Reported  28  Vt.  459.] 

ACTION  on  the  case  for  the  obstruction  of  the  plaintiffs  water-wheel 
bv  the  tan-bark  discharged  at  the  defendants'  tannery  on  the  stream 

\    <^n,  "  •* 

J         """above,  and  suffered  to  float  down  to  the  plaintiffs  mill.     The  action 

,    J-u  >v«-was  referred,  and  the  referee  reported  the  following  facts. 

/  The  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  a  saw-mill  in  West  Dover,  upon  a 
branch  of  Deerfield  River,  together  with  a  privilege  of  water  to  operate 
the  same  from  1842  to  1845,  when  he  sold  them,  and  from  1849,  when 
he  re-purchased,  until  the  commencement  of  this  suit. 

In  1844  a  tannery  was  erected  upon  the  same  stream,  about  a  mile 
and  three  fourths  above  the  plaintiffs  saw-mill,  and  was  so  situated 
that  the  tan  vats  were  directly  over  the  stream,  and  the  spent  tan  was 
discharged  into  the  stream,  and  carried  by  the  water  down  to  and  by 
the  plaintiffs  saw-mill.     On  the  4th  of  October,  1849,  the  defendants 
purchased  the  said  tannery,  and  have  ever  since  continued  to  own  and 
occupy  it,  using  j'earbj  a  large  amount  of  tan-bark,  which,  after  being 
-vJt^-J^CL  (^  used,  was  discharged  into  the  stream  and  suffered  to  float  down  the 
''same.     A  portion  of  this   tan-bark  floated  down  and  lodged  in  the 
^       plaintiffs  pond,  where  it  accumulated  to  considerable  extent,  and  some 
floated  into  the  flume  to  the   plaintiffs  mill,  which  somewhat  incom- 
moded him.     Sometimes  the  tan-bark  would  accumulate  so  as  to  some- 
impede  the  flow  of  the  water  into  the  flume,  but  it  did  not  appear 
that  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  much  inconvenience  from  that  cause,  as 
it  was  easily  removed,  and  the  obstruction  did  not  often  occur.     The 


Jt|  / 
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tan-bark  accumulated  in  the  plaintiffs  pond  much  more  rapidly  after 
ft      the  defendants  commenced  operating  the  tan-works  in  1849,  and  was 
doubtless  owing  to  the  increased  quantit}'  of  bark  used  at  the  tannery  ; 
and  after  October,  1849,  portions  of  it  lodged  in  and  upon  the  plain- 
iffs  saw-mill  wheel,  whereby  the  same  was  impeded  and  repeatedly 
stopped,  and  the  plaintiff  was  thereby  subjected  to  some  little  delay  in 
IJQ  ^operating  the  mill,  and  labor  in  removing  the  obstruction  and  getting 
the  wheel  in  motion.     The  wheel  was  of  cast  iron,  and  known  as  the 
^_      Fergerson  reaction-wheel,  and  was  so  constructed  that  when  tan-bark 
lodged  in  it,  it  was  somewhat  difficult  to  remove  it,  but  it  might  have 
,J[\to  "been  altered  without  impairing  its  usefulness,  and  at  a  small»expense, 
I  Q^    ""so  that  the  tan-bark  would  not  impede  or  affect  its  operations  ;  and 
prior  .to  1846  the  wheel  used  was  of  a  different  construction,  and  was 
not,  and  would  not  be  obstructed  or  injuriously  affected  in  any  way,  by 
-  »~*-4          floating  down  of  the  tan-bark. 


Upon  the  hearing  before  the  referee  the  defendants  offered  to  prove 
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that  it  had  been  the  universal  and  uniform  custom  and  practice  in  all 
the  counties  of  this  State  to  discharge  the  spent  bark  of  tanneries  into 
the  streams  on  which  they  were  situated,  ever  since  the  country  was 
first  settled,  and  that  dam-owners  situated  below  on  the  streams  had 
never,  so  far  as  the  witnesses  knew,  disputed  the  right  to  do  so  until 
now  ;  and  that  tanneries  could  not  be  conducted  at  any  profit  without 
that  means  of  disposing  of  their  spent  tan-bark,  and  that  the  withhold- 
ing such  use  of  the  streams  from  tanners,  would,  in  the  belief  of  the 
witnesses,  have  excluded  that  branch  of  industry  from  this  State  ;  and 
that  the  same  custom  and  the  same  practice  had  uniformly  prevailed  in 
all  the  States  and  counties  of  New  England,  so  far  as  the  witnesses  had 
had  opportunity  of  knowing. 

To  this  testimony  the  plaintiff  objected.  The  defendants  admitted 
that  prior  to  1844,  there  was  no  tanneiy  on  this  stream.  The  referee, 
intending  to  decide  according  to  law,  excluded  the  testimony  offered ; 
and  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover  upon  the  foregoing  facts  was 
submitted  b}T  the  referee  to  the  court ;  the  damages  being  assessed  at 
forty  dollars,  if  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover. 

The  County  Court,  September  Term,  1854,  —  Underwood,  J.,  pre- 
siding, —  rendered  judgment,  upon  the  report,  for  the  plaintiff.  Excep- 
tions by  the  defendants. 

J.  D.  Bradley  and  Sutler  &  Knowlton  for  the  defendants. 

Shaffer  &  Davenport  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered,  at  the  circuit  session  in 
October,  by 

REDFIELD,  CH.  J.  The  important  and,  as  I  think,  the  only  question 
in  this  case,  is  whether  it  is  proper  for  extensive  tanneries,  upon  mod- 
erate sized  streams,  to  expend  their  refuse,  or  spent  bark,  into  the 
stream.  In  regard  to  man}'  uses  of  the  water  in  streams,  it  has  been 
so  long  settled  by  common  consent,  or  is  so  obvious  in  itself,  that  it  is 
determinable,  as  matter  of  law.  Such  are  the  uses  for  irrigation,  for 
propelling  machinery,  and  for  watering  cattle,  and  some  others.  And 
in  regard  to  some  debris  or  waste  deposits  in  such  streams,  there  would 
seem  to  be  no  question.  The  uniform  practice,  the  convenience,  and 
in  some  instances  the  indispensable  necessity,  would  seem  sufficiently 
to  decide  such  cases.  Among  these  may  be  named  the  infusion  of  soap 
dyes,  and  other  materials  used  in  manufacturing,  into  the  streams  by 
which  the  machinery  is  propelled.  The  deposit  of  saw-dust,  to  some 
extent,  is  nearly  indispensable  in  the  running  of  saw-mills,  and  most 
other  machinery  used  in  the  manufacture  of  wood,  and  propelled  by 
water  power. 

The  reasonableness  of  such  use  must  determine  the  right,  and  this 
must  depend  upon  the  extent  of  detriment  to  the  riparian  proprietors 
below.  If  it  essentiall}'  impairs  the  use  below,  then  it  is  unreasonable 
and  unlawful,  unless  it  is  a  thing  altogether  indispensable  to  any  bene- 
ficial use  at  even"  point  of  the  stream.  An  extent  of  deposit,  which 
might  be  of  no  account  in  some  streams,  might  seriously  affect  the  use- 
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fulness  of  others.  So,  too,  a  kind  of  deposit,  which  would  affect  one 
stream  seriously,  would  be  of  little  importance  in  another.  There  is  no 
doubt  one  must  be  allowed  to  use  a  stream  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
make  it  useful  to  himself,  even  if  it  do  produce  slight  inconvenience  to 
those  below.  This  is  true  of  everything  which  we  use  in  common  with 
others.  The  air  is  somewhat  corrupted  by  the  most  ordinary  use ; 
large  manufacturing  establishments  affect  it  still  more  seriously ;  and 
some,  by  reason  of  their  vicinity  to  a  numerous  population,  become  so 
offensive  and  destructive  of  comfort,  and  health  even,  as  to  be  re- 
garded as  common  nuisances.  Within  reasonable  limits,  those  who 
have  a  common  interest  in  the  use  of  air  and  running  water,  must  sub- 
mit to  small  inconveniences  to  afford  a  disproportionate  advantage  to 
others. 

It  seems  to  us  that  this  question  of  the  reasonableness  of  the  use  of  a 
stream,  when  it  is  not  settled  by  custom,  and  is  in  its  nature  doubtful, 
should  always  be  regarded  as  one  of  fact,  to  be  determined  b}'  the 
tribunal  trying  the  facts.  In  the  present  case  it  does  not  seem  to  have 
been  treated  in  that  light,  unless  we  regard  the  judgment  of  the  county 
court  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  as  determining  it.  And,  as  much  of  the 
testimony  rejected  might  have  had  an  important  bearing  upon  this 
question,  and  no  notice  is  taken  of  this  point  either  in  the  report  or  the 
judgment,  we  must  suppose  it  was  not  the  purpose  of  the  Count}7  Court 
to  decide  the  case  upon  that  ground.  Indeed,  the  report  furnished  no 
adequate  materials  for  such  a  determination.  That  portion  of  the 
defendants'  offer  which  tended  to  show  that  tanneries  could  not  be 
operated  to  any  useful  purpose,  without  thus  disposing  of  their  waste 
bark,  was  almost  a  cardinal  point,  in  determining  the  main  question, 
and,  if  shown  to  the  extent  offered,  might  justify  the  court  in  finally 
requiring  the  proprietors  below  to  submit  to  some  inconvenience  that 
those  above  might  not  be  deprived  of  all  benefit  of  the  stream  for  this 
kind  of  manufacture.  And  the  reasonableness  of  plaintiffs  submitting 
to  this  inconvenience  must  depend  upon  its  extent,  and  the  comparative 
benefit  to  the  defendants,  to  be  judged  of  by  the  triers  of  the  facts. 

This  must  be  determined  upon  general  principles  applicable  to  the 
entire  business  of  tanning,  and  the  importance  of  discharging  its  waste 
materials  in  this  mode,  and  the  probable  inconvenience  of  those  below. 
And  if,  in  this  view,  they  regard  the  use  as  an  unlawful  one,  then 
surely  the  defendants  are  liable  to  all  damage  sustained  by  the  plain- 
tiff, whether  he  might  have  used  a  wheel  less  liable  to  such  injury,  or 
not. 

But  if  the  use  is  fairly  to  be  regarded  as  a  lawful  one,  then,  probably, 
the  plaintiff  should  have  conformed  his  machineiy  to  the  altered  cir- 
cumstances of  the  stream.  And  if  the  defendants'  use  of  the  stream  is 
a  lawful  and  allowable  one,  it  will  make  no  difference  that  the  plaintiff's 
mill  was  first  erected,  if  it  had  not  been  in  operation  a  sufficient  length 
of  time  to  acquire  any  prescriptive  right  to  use  the  water  in  an  extra- 
ordinary manner.  And  as  the  plaintiff's  present  wheel  was  put  into 


SNOW  V.   PARSONS.  167 

his  mill  after  the  defendants'  tannery  was  in  operation,  and  his  other 
wheel  would  not  have  been  unfavorably  affected  by  bark,  nothing,  by 
wa}r  of  prescription,  or  license,  or  prior  occupancy,  can  probably  be 
claimed. 

And  upon  the  question  of  the  reasonableness  of  the  defendants'  use 
of  the  stream,  it  seems  to  me  the  uniform  custom  of  the  country  for 
generations,  would  be  of  some  significance  in  determining  its  reason- 
ableness. A  uniform  general  custom  upon  this  subject,  ought,  upon 
general  principles,  to  have  a  controlling  force.  We  think,  therefore, 
the  case  should  go  back  to  be  determined,  upon  the  question  of  fact,  of 
the  reasonableness  of  the-  use  by  the  defendants:  1st,  upon  general 
grounds ;  2d,  the  peculiar  facts,  if  any,  affecting  the  reasonableness  of 
the  use  in  this  particular  case. 

In  regard  to  the  usage  in  the  countr}-  as  to  tanneries,  for  generations, 
without  controvers}7,  if  shown  as  offered  to  be,  and  if  it  is  all  one  way, 
it  would  have  almost  the  force  of  law.  For  all  the  cases  which  we 
have,  where  reasonable  care  and  diligence  can  be  determined  as  ques- 
tions of  law,  without  going  to  the  jury,  have  grown  up  out  of  the  prac- 
tice of  particular  classes  of  persons,  which,  becoming  settled  and 
uniform,  and  known  to  all,  is  declared  b}7  the  court  as  a  rule  of  law ; 
which,  while  it  was  uncertain,  was  matter  of  fact  to  be  determined  by 
the  jury.  A  familiar  instance  of  this  is  the  demanding  payment,  and 
giving  notice  of  dishonor  of  bills  and  notes,  which  is  now  fixed  to  the 
day  the  note  or  bill  becomes  due,  and  giving  notice  by  the  mail  of  the 
next  da}7.  Formerly  this  was  submitted  to  a  jury  of  merchants,  who 
determined  the  reasonableness  of  demand  and  notice  upon  the  particu- 
lar facts  in  the  case,  with  reference  to  the  more  common  usage  of 
merchants. 

So,  too,  in  this  particular  business,  if  the  court  were  tanners,  we 
might  be  able  to  say  that  bark  must,  of  necessity,  be  spent  in  the 
stream  in  order  to  carry  on  the  work  at  all,  or  that,  in  fact,  the  bark 
did  not  essentiall}'  injure  the  proprietors  below,  or  we  might  know  the 
contrary  of  both  propositions.  But  not  being  such,  it  seems  to  us  as 
much  matter  of  fact  as  any  other  question  of  reasonable  care  and 
diligence. 

It  is  settled  law,  that  every  riparian  proprietor  may  use  the  water  for 
pui'poses  of  manufacture,  but  so  use  it  as  not  unnecessarily  to  abridge 
the  use  to  others  ;  i.  e.,  even7  such  proprietor  ma}*  use  it  with  care  and 
prudence.  What  care  and  prudence  is,  in  such  case,  must  depend 
upon  the  facts  of  each  case,  the  conclusion  to  be  drawn  by  the  triers  of 
the  fact.  And  to  assist  them  in  making  this  conclusion,  if  they  are  not 
themselves  experts  in  the  business,  the}7  are  entitled  to  have  the  expe- 
rience and  wisdom  of  such  as  are  experts,  to  enable  them  to  judge  of 
the  reasonableness  of  the  particular  use. 

The  measure  of  reasonable  care  and  prudence  in  such  cases,  is  that 
which  prudent  and  careful  men  exercise  in  the  management  of  their 
own  business.  And  how  are  we  to  know  this  without  proof,  in  those 
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departments  of  business  with  which  we  are  not  familiar?  Proof  that 
all  prudent  and  careful  men,  in  the  management  of  this  business,  pur- 
sued a  given  course,  and  that  others  acquiesced  in  that  course,  without 
objection,  would  seem  to  be  of  the  very  essence  of  the  inquiry  before 
the  jury,  in  such  cases. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  case  remanded.1 


GANNON  v.  HARGADON. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1865. 
[Reported  10  All.  106.] 

TORT  to  recover  damages  for  turning  a  stream  of  water  so  that  it 
flowed  upon  the  plaintiffs  close  in  West  Newton. 

At  the  trial  in  the  superior  court,  before  JBriffham,  J.,  the  evidence 
tended  to  show  that  the  defendant  owned  a  lot  of  land  lying  to  the  west 
of  the  plaintiffs ;  that  along  the  easterly  line  of  the  defendant's  lot 
there  was  a  way,  which  extended  further  to  the  north  ;  that  on  the  west 
side  of  the  way,  and  north  of  the  defendant's  lot,  a  ditch  was  dug  in 
1863  which  extended  down  to  within  a  few  feet  of  the  defendant's  lot; 
that  a  few  feet  below  the  northerl}'  line  of  the  defendant's  lot  there  was 
a  low  place  in  the  wa}%  below  which  deep  ruts  had  been  made  ;  that  in 
March  1863  the  melting  of  the  snow  and  the  spring  rains  caused  a  con- 
siderable flow  of  surface  water  from  the  land  to  the  north  of  the  de- 
fendant's lot,  through  the  ditch,  and  over  the  way  and  through  the  ruts 
upon  the  defendant's  lot ;  and  that  the  defendant  thereupon  placed  turfs 
in  the  ruts  just  below  the  low  place  in  the  way,  and  upon  his  own  land, 
for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the  way  from  injury,  and  thereby  caused 
the  water  to  flow  off  upon  the  plaintiffs  land. 

The  defendant  asked  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  as  follows :  "If 
the  defendant  placed  sods  in  the  cart  ruts  upon  the  way  over  his  own 
land  from  time  to  time  as  the  ruts  were  made  by  the  passing  of  the  cart, 
and  he  did  this  merely  to  prevent  the  water  from  making  channels  of 
such  ruts,  and  gullying,  washing  away  and  injuring  said  wa}'  and  the 
land  of  the  defendant,  and  such  water  was  not  that  of  a  watercourse, 
but  merely  surface  water  caused  by  the  melting  of  snows  and  the  fall 
of  rains  in  the  spring,  and  flowed  on  to  the  defendant's  land  from  land 
above  his  own,  and  if  in  consequence  of  the  placing  of  said  sods  the 
said  water  which  would  otherwise  have  run  down  said  ruts  was  diverted 
upon  the  plaintiffs  land,  the  defendant  is  not  liable  therefor.  The  plain- 

1  In  Hayes  v.  Waldron,  44  N.  H.  580  (1863),  evidence  of  custom  was  not  admitted. 
See  Canfield  v. 
If 
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tiff  had  no  right  that  the  ruts  made  on  the  defendant's  land  should  be 
kept  open." 

The  judge  declined  so  to  rule,  and  instructed  the  jury  as  follows  : 
"  The  plaintiff  and  defendant,  being  conterminous  proprietors,  had  each 
the  right  to  develop,  improve  and  enjoy  his  own  estate  ;  and  if,  as  an 
incident  to  the  exercise  of  this  right,  the  estate  of  the  other  was  injured, 
he  would  have  no  legal  remedy  for  such  injury.  Each,  on  his  own  es- 
tate, might  do  acts  to  prevent  the  other's  exercise  of  this  right  from 
being  injurious  to  him  ;  and  if  in  so  doing  the  other's  development,  im- 
provement and  enjo}*ment  of  his  estate  was  restricted,  for  such  restric- 
tions, if  injurious,  he  would  have  no  legal  remedy.  But  neither  would 
have  the  right  to  transfer  or  divert  a  cause  of  injury  to  him,  arising 
from  the  exercise  of  the  right  stated,  by  the  other,  to  another  conter- 
minous proprietor. 

"  To  apply  these  principles  to  the  present  case.  The  defendant,  for 
the  purpose  of  repairing  and  enjoying  the  wa}r  over  his  estate,  had  a 
right  to  exclude  surface  water  from  his  estate  and  from  his  way,  which 
flowed  from  conterminous  estates  ;  and  if  as  an  incident  to  the  exercise 
of  this  right  such  surface  water  flowed  upon  the  plaintiff's  land,  the 
plaintiff  has  no  remedy  against  the  defendant ;  if  the  defendant  failed 
to  exercise  this  right,  and  the  consequence  of  this  failure  was  that  water 
flowed  from  estates  conterminous  to  that  of  the  defendant  upon  the  de- 
fendant's land,  and  thence  upon  the  plaintiff's  land,  to  his  injuiy,  he 
would  have  no  remedy  against  the  defendant ;  but  if  surface  water  flow- 
ing from  land  conterminous  with  the  land  of  the  defendant  upon  the  de- 
fendant's land,  which  water  in  its  natural  course  would  not  have  flowed 
upon  the  plaintiff's  land,  was  by  the  act  of  the  defendant  diverted  thence 
upon  the  plaintiff's  land  to  his  injuiy,  the  plaintiff  would  have  a  remedy 
against  the  defendant  for  such  injuiy,  notwithstanding  the  act  of  divert- 
ing such  surface  water  by  the  defendant  was  an  act  of  repair  of  his  wa}*, 
and  was  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  said  way  from  being  injured  by 
such  surface  water." 

The  judge  further  instructed  the  jury  that  "  the  defendant  could  have 
prevented  the  water  from  coming  upon  his  own  land,  and  if  in  doing  so 
he  had  diverted  the  water  upon  the  land  of  the  plaintiff,  he  would  not 
be  liable  for  so  doing ;  but  if  the  defendant  suffered  the  water  to  flow  in 
upon  his  land,  then  the  case  was  different,  and  having  once  suffered  the 
water  to  come  upon  his  land,  if  he  diverted  it  upon  the  land  of  the 
plaintiff,  to  his  injury,  where  it  would  not  have  gone  in  its  natural 
course,  he  was  liable  ;  and  if  the  turfs  placed  in  the  ruts  by  the  defend- 
ant caused  water  thus  to  flow  upon  the  plaintiff's  land  which  but  for 
said  turfs  would  not  have  gone  there,  then  the  defendant  is  liable." 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  alleged 
exceptions. 

D.  E.   Ware,  for  the  defendant. 

J.  Butter,  for  the  plaintiff. 

EIGELOW,  C.  J»    It  seems  (to  us  that  the  instructions  for  which  the 
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defendant  asked  should  have  been  given,  and  that  those  under  which 
the  case  was  submitted  to  the  jury  were  not  in  accordance  with  the 
principles  recognized  and  adopted  in  cases  recently  adjudicated  by  this 
court.  The  right  of  an  owner  of  land  to  occupy  and  improve  it  in  such 
manner  and  for  such  purposes  as  he  may  see  fit,  either  by  changing  the 
surface  or  the  erection  of  buildings  or  other  structures  thereon,  is  not 
restricted  or  modified  by  the  fact  that  his  own  land  is  so  situated  with 
reference  to  that  of  adjoining  owners  that  an  alteration  in  the  mode  of 
its  improvement  or  occupation  in  any  portion  of  it  will  cause  water, 
which  ma}'  accumulate  thereon  by  rains  and  snows  falling  on  its  surface 
or  flowing  on  to  it  over  the  surface  of  adjacent  lots,  either  to  stand  in 
unusual  quantities  on  other  adjacent  lands,  or  pass  into  and  over  the 
same  in  greater  quantities  or  in  other  directions  than  the}'  were  accus- 
tomed to  flow.  Luther  v.  Winnisimmet  Co.,  9  Gush.  171  ;  Flagy  v. 
Worcester,  13  Gray,  601  ;  Dickinsons.  Worcester,  1  Allen,  19_i___The 
point,  of  these  decisions  is,  tbatjvbp^  thorp  ia  no  watercourse  by  grant 
or  prescription,  and  no  stipulation  exists  between  conterminous  Jjro- 
"p"netbrs  Tof  land  concerning_t]if 


"shall  be  occupied  and  improved,  no  right  to  jpgnlate  "*•  nnntrnl  the,  s  1  1  r- 

f:uv  (1r:iin:i^r  of  \v!iTi'V_cini_1i(_^iij-;s£2-_ti-d_jv^.jlit;  mvncri)]'  one  lot  over  that 

of  his  neighbor.  Ciijus  est  solum,  ejus  est  usque  ad  coelum,  is  a  general 
rule,  applicable  to  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  real  property,  and  the  right 
of  a  part}-  to  the  free  and  unfettered  control  of  his  own  land  above, 
upon  and  beneath  the  surface  cannot  be  interfered  with  or  restrained 
by  an}-  considerations  of  injury  to  others  which  may  be  occasioned  by 
the  flow  of  mere  surface  water  in  consequence  of  the  lawful  appropria- 
tion of  land  by  its  owner  to  a  particular  use  or  mode  of  enjoyment. 
Nor  is  it  at  all  material,  in  the  application  of  this  principle  of  law,  whether 
a  party  obstructs  or  changes  the  direction  and  flow  of  surface  water  by 
preventing  it  from  coming  within  the  limits  of  his  land,  or  by  erecting 
barriers  or  changing  the  level  of  the  soil,  so  as  to  turn  it  off  in  a  new 
course  after  it  has  come  within  his  boundaries.  The  obstruction  of 
surface  water  or  an  alteration  in  the  flow  of  it  affords  no  cause  of  ac- 
tion in  behalf  of  a  person  who  may  suffer  loss  or  detriment  therefrom 
against  one  who  does  no  act  inconsistent  with  the  due  exercise  of  do- 
minion over  his  own  soil.  This  principle  seems  to  have  been  lost 
sight  of  in  the  instructions  given  to  the  jury.  While  the  right  of  the 
owner  of  land  to  improve  it  and  to  change  its  surface  so  as  to  ex- 
clude surface  water  from  it  is  fully  recognized,  even  although  such 
exclusion  may  cause  the  water  to  flow  on  to  a  neighbor's  land,  it 
seems  to  be  assumed  that  he  would  be  liable  in  damages,  if,  after  suf- 
fering the  water  to  come  on  his  land,  he  obstructed  it  and  caused  it  to 
flow  in  a  new  direction  on  land  of  a  conterminous  proprietor  where  it 
had  not  previously  been  accustomed  to  flow.  But  we  know  of  no  such 
distinction.  A  party  may  improve  any  portion  of  his  land,  although  he 
may  thereby  cause  the  surface  water  flowing  thereon,  whencesoever  it 
may  come,  to  pass  off  in  a  different  direction  and  in  larger  quantities 
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than  previously.  If  such  an  act  causes  damages  to  adjacent  land,  it  is 
damnum  absque  injuria.  On  this  point  the  instructions  were  clearly 
erroneous.  Exceptions  sustained.1 


McCORMICK  v.   KORAN. 

COURT  OF  APPEALS  OF  NEW  YORK.     1880. 
[Reported  81  N.   Y.  86.] 

APPEAL  from  judgment  of  the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
in  the  Fourth  Judicial  Department,  affirming  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiffs  entered  upon  a  decision  of  the  court  on  trial  at  Special  Term. 

This  action  was  brought  to  restrain  defendant  from  obstructing  the 
flow  of  water  in  a  watercourse  running  from  the  lands  of  plaintiffs  on 
to  and  across  the  lands  of  defendant  below,  and  to  compel  him  to 
remove  obstructions  placed  by  him  in  the  stream. 

The  facts  found  were  substantially  these  :  Plaintiffs  operated  a  quarry 
upon  their  lands  near  said  watercourse,  which  started  from  a  spring 
upon  plaintiffs'  lands.  After  the  lands  were  cleared  up  over  which  the 
stream  passed,  and  many  }-ears  prior  to  the  acts  complained  of,  the 
owners,  in  order  to  direct  and  control  the  flow  of  the  water  in  the  stream, 
dug  ditches  and  confined  the  flow  therein  ;  plaintiffs  dug  such  a  ditch  on 
their  lands  following  the  general  course  of  the  natural  stream  to  the 
boundary  line  of  their  lands  and  those  of  defendant  adjoining.  This 
ditch  was  continued  by  the  then  owner  of  defendant's  premises  across 
the  same.  This  ditch  was  from  time  to  time  changed  and  improved, 
and  when  defendant  went  into  possession,  the  ditch  across  his  lands  was 
walled  up  and  covered  over.  The  ditch  was  capable  of  holding  all  the 
water  that  ran  in  the  stream  except  in  cases  of  high  water.  Plaintiffs 
worked  their  quarry  during  the  summer  season,  and  had  at  the  time  of 
the  occurrence  in  question  excavated  above  three  fourths  of  an  acre  to 
a  depth  of  from  five  to  twelve  feet.  Small  watercourses  were  cut  in 
the  progress  of  the  excavation,  the  water  therefrom  ran  into  the  bed  of 
the  quarry  ;  in  the  winter  the  snows  drifted  into  the  quarry  and  melted  ; 
in  the  spring  the  surface  waters  from  the  surrounding  lands  also  flowed 
into  it.  The  waters  so  accumulating  in  said  quarry,  if  it  had  not  been 
excavated,  would  naturalty  descend  and  flow  into  said  watercourse. 
In  the  spring  of  each  }-ear  plaintiffs  pumped  the  water  from  the  quarry 
into  said  watercourse.  The  court  found  that  the  flow  of  water  while 
the  pumps  are  at  work  is  increased  in  amount,  but  that  the  flow  is  no 
greater  than  in  the  earlier  spring  months,  and  that  the  capacit}*  of  the 
watercourse  as  it  runs  in  said  ditch  is  ample  to  cariy  off  all  the  water 
pumped  therein  at  any  time,  together  with  the  other  water  running 

1  But  see  Miller  v.  Laubach,  47  Pa.  154 ;  Adams  v.   Walker,  34  Conn.  466. 
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therein.  In  May,  1876,  and  before  plaintiffs  had  begun  to  pump  the 
water  from  their  quarry,  defendant  took  up  the  stone  covering  of  the 
ditch  upon  his  land,  filled  it  with  earth  and  stone  so  as  to  prevent 
the  flow  of  water  therein,  and  built  a  dam  across  said  watercourse  near 
the  line  between  his  and  plaintiffs'  land,  which  prevented  the  flow  of 
an}*  water  therein  until  the  water  had  risen  to  the  top  of  said  dam, 
thereby  causing  the  water  to  set  back  into  and  to  fill  up  plaintiffs'  quarry 
and  to  overflow  their  adjoining  lands. 

JF.  F.  Cogswell,  for  appellant. 

S.  E.  Filkins,  for  respondents. 

ANDREWS,  J.  Watercourses  are  the  means  which  nature  has  pro- 
vided for  the  drainage  of  the  country  through  which  they  pass,  and 
from  the  natural  servitude  of  lands  upon  a  watercourse  to  receive  the 
waters  flowing  therein  from  the  lands  above,  springs  the  right  of  the 
owner  of  the  superior  heritage  to  have  the  water  from  his  lands,  of 
which  the  watercourse  is  the  natural  outlet,  drained  into  and  carried 
off  thereby,  and  the  duty  of  the  owner  of  the  inferior  and  servient 
tenement  not  to  interfere  with  or  obstruct  its  passage.  But  the  right 
to  the  use  of  a  watercourse  for  the  discharge  of  surface  or  other  waters 
exists  onj\-  in  respect  of  waters  of  which  the  watercourse  is  the  natural 
outlet,  and  it  does  not  justify  the  diversion  and  turning  of  the  water  of 
one  stream  into  another,  not  its  natural  channel,  thereby  subjecting 
lands  on  the  stream  into  which  the  diversion  is  made  to  the  servitude  or 
easement  of  a  water-way  for  the  water  thus  discharged  into  it.  This  is 
the  principle  upon  which  several  of  the  cases  to  which  the  appellant 
refers  were  decided,  and  they  have  no  application  to  the  case  before 
us.  Merritt  v.  Parker,  1  N.  J.  4GO ;  Tillotson  v.  Smith,  32  N.  H. 
90  ;  Mayor,  &c.  of  Baltimore  v.  Appold,  42  Md.  442. 

The  right  of  an  owner  of  lands,  through  which  a  watercourse  runs,  to 
have  the  same  kept  open,  and  to  discharge  therein  the  surface  water, 
which  naturally  flows  thereto,  is  not  however  limited  to  the  drainage, 
and  discharge  of  surface  water  into  the  stream  in  the  same  precise 
manner  as  when  the  land  was  in  a  state  of  nature,  and  unchanged  by 
cultivation  or  improvements.  The  owner  of  lands  drained  by  a  water- 
course ma}*  change  and  control  the  natural  flow  of  the  surface  water 
therein,  and  by  ditches  or  otherwise  accelerate  the  flow,  or  increase  the 
volume  of  water  which  reaches  the  stream  ;  and  if  he  does  this  in  the 
reasonable  use  of  his  own  premises,  he  exercises  only  a  legal  right,  and 
incurs  no  liability  to  a  lower  proprietor.  Waffle  v.  N.  Y.  C.  Jl.  JK.  Co., 
53  N.  Y.  11  ;  Miller  v.  Laubach,  47  Pa.  St.  154.  This  right  is  subject 
to  the  qualification  that  one  owner  cannot,  by  artificial  arrangements  on 
his  land,  concentrate  and  discharge  into  the  stream  surface  water,  in 
quantities  be}'ond  the  natural  capacity  of  the  stream,  to  the  damage  of 
other  owners.  Noonan  v*  City  of  Albany,  79  N.  Y.  470.  The  inter- 
ests of  society  are  promoted  b}'  the  cultivation  and  improvement  of 
the  soil,  the  working  of  mines,  and  by  other  industries  connected  with 
the  use  of  land  :  and  the  rule  of  law  does  not  prevent  the  use  of  water- 
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courses  for  artificial  drainage,  although  the  volume  of  the  stream  is 
thereby  somewhat  enlarged,  and  the  water  is  discharged  at  a  different 
time  or  manner  from  what  it  would  be  if  the  land  was  kept  in  a  state 
of  nature,  provided  no  material  injury  is  occasioned  to  other  riparian 
owners.  These  views  are  decisive  of  this  case.  The  plaintiffs  in  open- 
ing the  quarry  on  their  premises,  were  exercising  a  lawful  right.  The 
excavation  made  formed  a  reservoir  into  which  the  surface  water  from 
the  contiguous  lands  collected,  and  in  the  spring,  when  the  plaintiffs 
commenced  their  operations,  they  pumped  this  water,  together  with 
that  arising  from  the  melting  snows,  and  what  came  from  the  small 
watercourses  cut  off  by  the  excavation,  into  the  watercourse  which 
lower  down  crossed  the  defendant's  farm. 

The  court  fonnrl  t.hftt.  this  wafar,  if  the  excavation  hadjiot  been  made, 
would  have  naturally  descended  and  flowecMnto  tb«* 


although  the  'flow  or  wateFwhen  the  pumping  was  going  on  was  greater 
than  it  otherwise  would  hfrvf^Kpj^T^T^natn^^  TyatAr- 

course  was  sufficient  tq^carryloff  the  water...  pumped'  into  it,  together 
with  the  other  watej^jumjiiiig_i»--feh€-i5tream,  and  there  was  no  find- 
ing that  thej!ej£uZiaat  suotatiicd  any  damage  from  the  acts  of  the 
plaintiffs. 

'Under  these  circumstances,  the  act  of  the  defendant,  in  filling  up  the 
channel  and  obstructing  the  flow  of  the  water,  was  unlawful,  and  the 
judgment  should  therefore  be  affirmed. 

All  concur  except  DANFORTH,  J.,  taking  no  part,  having  been  of 
counsel.  Judgment  affirmed.1 


BLODGETT  v.    STONE. 

SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEW  HAMPSHIRE.     1880. 

[Reported  60  N.  H.  167.] 

CAS^,  for  diverting  the  water  of  a  natural  stream  from  the  plaintiff's" 

aqueduct.  The  defendant  offered  a  brief  statement  alleging  that  the 
plaintiff  had  previously  filed  a  bill  in  equity  for  an  injunction  against 
the  defendant,  based  substantially  on  the  facts  now  stated  in  his  dec- 
laration, upon  which  an  application  for  a  temporary  injunction  bad  been 
denied  after  a  full  hearing  of  the  facts  before  one  of  the  justices  of  the 
court,  and  the  equit}*  suit  had  been  entered  "  neither  party,"  after  the 
defendant  had  filed  an  answer  denying  the  equity  of  the  bill.  No  repli- 
cation was  filed,  and  no  decree  was  ever  entered  up.  The  brief  statement 
was  rejected,  and  the  defendant  excepted.  The  defendant  requested 
the  following  instructions  to  the  jury,  which  the  court  declined  to  give, 

1  See  Jackman  v.  Arlington  Mills,  137  Mass.  277- 
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and  the  defendant  excepted :  "  If  the  jury  find  that  what  Stone  did 
was  done  from  malice,  still  he  is  not  liable  unless  his  act  caused  actual 
damage  to  the  plaintiff,  and  then  only  for  the  actual  damages  caused  to 
the  plaintiff ;  and  the  verdict  in  that  case  would  settle  nothing  as  to  the 
legal  rights  of  the  parties."  Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Ladd  and  Fletcher,  for  the  defendant. 

Ray,  Drew,  and  Heywood,  for  the  plaintiff. 

CLARK,  J.  The  facts  stated  in  the  brief  statement  constituted  no  de- 
fence, and  it  was  properly  rejected.  The  proceedings  in  the  bill  in 
equity  were  immaterial.  No  decree  was  entered  up.  If  the  judge  who 
heard  the  application  for  a  temporary  injunction  denied  it  on  the  merits, 
it  would  not  be  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  hearing  on  the  bill,  and  it  is  no 
bar  to  this  suit.  The  request  for  instructions,  that  the  defendant  was 
not  liable  unless  his  act  caused  actual  damage  to  the  plaintiff,  was 
rightly  refused.  Thp.^plnint.iff  WJLH  pqtitlnd^tn^jypjalif't  for  noininnl 
damages  upon  proof  of  t.ho  infringpmpnt^a£-hk  i'iglif-1  iililiMugb  no  actual 
injury  was  shown.  Tillotson  v.  Smith,  32  N.  H.  90  ;  13assett  v.  Com- 
-pany,  28  N". H.  438 ;  Woodman  v.  Tufts,  9  N.  H.  88 ;  Munroe  v. 
Stickney,  48  Me.  462;  Chaffee  v.  Pease,  10  Allen,  537;  Stowell  v. 
Lincoln ,  11  Gray,  434.  Judgment  on  the  verdict. 

SMITH,  J.,  did  not  sit ;  the  others  concurred. 


BARKLEY  v.   WILCOX. 

COURT  OF  APPEALS  OF  NEW  YORK.     1881. 

[Reported  86  N.  Y.  140.] 

APPEAL  from  judgment  of  the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
in  the  second  judicial  department,  entered  upon  an  order  made  Decem- 
ber 8,  1879,  which  affirmed  a  judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff  entered 
upon  the  report  of  a  referee.  (Reported,  19  Hun,  320.) 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  alleged  to 
have  been  sustained  by  the  obstruction  of  the  natural  flow  of  surface 
water  from  plaintiff's  lot  over  and  across  that  of  defendant. 

The  facts  are  sufficiently  stated  in  the  opinion. 

C.  E.  Cuddeback,  for  appellant. 

J.  M.  Allerton,  for  respondent. 

ANDREWS,  J.  This  is  not  the  case  of  a  natural  watercourse.  A 
natural  watercourse  is  a  natural  stream,  flowing  in  a  defined  bed  or 
channel,  with  banks  and  sides,  having  permanent  sources  of  supply. 
It  is  not  essential  to  constitute  a  watercourse  that  the  flow  should  be 
uniform  or  uninterrupted.  The  other  elements  existing,  a  stream  does 
not  lose  the  character  of  a  natural  watercourse,  because  in  times  of 


drought,  the  flow  may  be  diminished,  or  temporarily  suspended.  It  is 
sufficient  if  it  is  usually  a  stream  of  running  water.  (Angell  on  Water- 
courses, §  4  ;  Luther  v.  The  'Winnisimmet,  Co.,  9  Gush.  171.) 

The  parties  in  this  case  own  adjacent  lots  on  a  street  near  a  village, 
but  not  within  the  corporate  limits.  The  findings  are,  that  the  natural 
formation  of  the  laud  was  such,  that  surface  water  from  rains  and  melt- 
ing snows  would  descend  from  different  directions,  and  accumulate  in 
the  street  in  front  of  the  plaintiff's  lot,  in  varying  quantities  according 
to  the  nature  of  the  seasons,  sometimes  extending  quite  back  upon  the 
plaintiff's  lot;  that  in  times  of  unusual  amount  of  rain,  or  thawing- 
snow,  such  accumulations,  before  the  grading  of  the  defendant's  lot,« 
were  accustomed  to  run  off  over  a  natural  depression  in  the  surface 

the  land  across  the  defendant's  lot,  and  thence  over  the  lands  of  others, ->' 

to  the  Neversink  River ;  that  when  the  amount  of  water  was  small,  it     /v     U 
would  soak  away  in  the  ground;  that  in  1871,  the  defendant  built  a    [    !._  / 
house  on  his  lot,  and  used  the  earth  excavated  in  digging  the  cellar  to    ^-^  "A, 
improve  and  better  the  condition  of  his  lot,  by  grading  and  filling  up 
the  lot  aud  sidewalk  in  front  of  it,  about  twelve  inches,  and  on  a  sub- 
sequent occasion  he  filled  in  several  inches  more  ;  that  in  the  spring  of 
1875  there  was  an  unusually  large  accumulation  of  water  from  melting 
snow  and  rains  in  front  of,  and  about  the  plaintiff's  premises,  so  that 
the  water  ran  into  the  cellar  of  his  house,  and  occasioned  serious  dam-/ 
age ;   that  the  filling  in  of  the  defendant's  lot  had   the  effect   to   in- 
crease the  accumulation  of  water  on  the  plaintiff's  lot,  and  contributed  A-^_ 
to  the  injury  to  his  property. 

There  was  no  natural  watercourse  over  the  defendant's  lot.     The- 
surface  water,  by  reason  of  the  natural  features  of  the  ground,  and  the 
force  of  gravity,  when  it  accumulated  beyond  a  certain  amount  in  fronts 
of  the  plaintiffs  lot,  passed  upon,  and  over  the  lot  of  the  defendant. 
The  discharge  was  not  constant,  or  usual,  but  occasional  only.     There 
was  no  channel  or  stream,  in  the  usual  sense  of  those  terms.     In  an  un- 
dulating country,  there  must  always  be  valleys  and  depressions,  to 
which  water,  from  rains  or  snow,  will  find  its  way  from  the  hill-sides, 
and  be  finally  discharged  into  some  natural  outlet.     But  this  does  not 
constitute  such  valleys  or  depressions,  watercourses.     Whether,  when^ 
the  premises  of  adjoining  owners  are  so  situated,  that  surface  water* 
falling  upon  one  tenement,  naturally  descends  to  and  passes  over  the 
other,  the  incidents  of  a  watercourse  apply  to,  and  govern  the  rights 
of  the  respective  parties,  so  that  the  owner  of  the  lower  tenement  may 
not,  even  in  good  faith  and  for  the  purpose  of  improving  or  building 
upon  his  own  land,  obstruct  the  flow  of  such  water  to  the  injury  of  the  I 
owner  above,  is  the  question  to  be  determined  in  this  ca.se.    This  ques- 
tion does  not  seem  to  have  been  authoritatively  decided  in  this  State/ 
It  was  referred  to  by  Denio,  Ch.  J.,  in  Goodale  v.  Tuttle,  29  N.  Y. 
467,  where  he  said:  "And  in  respect  to  the'  running  off  of  surface- 
water  caused  by  rain  or  snow,  I  knjw  of  no  principle  which  will 
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j^v-  >  ^-""  tlie  owncr  of  lan(l  from  filing  up  the  wet  and  marshy  places  on  his 
•   soil,   for  its  amelioration  and  his  own   advantage,   because    his 


'  A-  neighbor's  land  is  so  situated  as  to  be  incommoded  by  it.  Such  a  doc- 
trine  would  militate  against  the  well-settled  rule,  that  the  owner  of  land 
has  full  dominion  over  the  whole  space  above  and  below  the  surface." 
The  case  in  which  these  observations  were  made  did  not  call  for  the  de- 
cision of  the  question,  but  they  show  the  opinion  of  a  great  judge  upon 

-*r*'v~/~  the  point  now  in  judgment.  Similar  views  have  been  expressed  in 
.  ^^"^ubsequent  cases  in  this  court,  although  in  none  of  them,  it  seems,  was 
the  question  before  the  court  for  decision.  (  Vanderwiele  v.  Taylor, 
65  N.  Y.  341  ;  Lynch  v.  The  Mayor,  76  Id.  60.)  The  question  has 
been  considered  by  courts  in  other  States,  and  has  been  decided  in  dif- 
ferent  ways.  In  some,  the  doctrine  of  the  civil  law  has  been  adopted 
as  the  rule  of  decision.  By  that  law,  the  right  of  drainage  of  surface 
v^  waters,  as  between  owners  of  adjacent  lands,  of  different  elevations,  is 
iJ*A  governed  by  the  law  of  nature.  The  lower  proprietor  is  bound  to  re- 
(JU-ceive  the  waters  which  naturally  flow  from  the  estate  above,  provided 

^V^  the  industry  of  man  has  not  created  or  increased  the  servitude.  (Corp. 
Jur.  Civ.  39,  tit.  3,  §§  2,  3,  4,  5  ;  Domat  [Gush,  ed.],  616  ;  Code  Na- 
poleon, art  640  ;  Code  Louisiana,  art.  656.)  The  courts  of  Pennsvl- 
ania,  Illinois,  California,  and  Louisiana,  have  adopted  this  rule,  and 
it  has  been  referred  to  with  approval  by  the  courts  of  Ohio  and  Mis- 

r>  souri.  (Martin  v.  Riddle,  26  Penn.  St.  415  ;  Kauffman  v.  Griesemer, 

Id.  407  ;  Gillham  v.  Madison  Co.  E.  K  Co.,  49  111.  484  ;  Gormley  v. 

^^  jSanford,  52  Id.  158  ;  Ogburn  v.  Connor,  46  Cal.  346  ;  Delahoussaye 
v.  Judice,  13  La.  Ann.  587;  Hays  v.  Hays,  19  La.  351  ;  Butler  v. 

****-  Peck,  16  Ohio  St.  334  ;  Laumier  v.  Francis,  23  Mo.  181.)  On  the 
other  hand,  the  courts  of  Massachusetts,  New  Jerse}7,  New  Hampshire, 
and  Wisconsin,  have  rejected  the  doctrine  of  the  civil  law,  and  hold 
that  the  relation  of  dominant  and  servient  tenements  does  not  by  the 
common  law  apply  between  adjoining  lands  of  different  owners,  so  as 
to  give  the  upper  proprietor  the  legal  right,  as  an  incident  of  his  estate, 
to  have  the  surface  water  falling  on  his  land  discharged  over  the  land  of 


^.  the  lower  proprietor,  although  it  naturally  finds  its  way  there  ;  and 
'  that  the  lower  proprietor  may  lawfully,  for  the  improvement  of  his 
estate  and  in  the  course  of  good  husbandly,  or  to  make  erections 
thereon,  fill  up  the  low  places  on  his  land,  although  b}T  so  doing  he  ob- 
structs, or  prevents,  the  surface  water  from  passing  thereon  from  the 
premises  above,  to  the  injury  of  the  upper  proprietor.  (Luther  v.  The 
Winnisimmet  Co.,  9  Cush.  171  ;  Parks  v.  Newburyport,  10  Gray,  28  ; 
Dickinson  v.  Worcester,  1  Allen,  19;  Gannon  v.  Haryadon,  10  Id. 
106  ;  Bowlsby  v.  Speer,  2  Vroom,  351  ;  Pettigrew  v.  Evan  smile,  25 
Wis.  223  ;  Hoyt  v.  Hudson,  27  Id.  656  ;  Steett  v.  Cults,  50  N.  H.  439.) 
It  may  be  ooserved  that  in  Pennsylvania,  house  lots  in  towns,  and 
cities,  seem  to  be  regarded  as  not  subject  to  the  rule  declared  in  the 
other  cases  in  that  State,  in  respect  to  surface  drainage.  (Bentz  v. 


-CX^^-x^c- 
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Armstrong,  8  Watts  &  S.  40.)     And  in  Livingston  v.  McDon 

Iowa,  160,  the  court,  in  an  opinion  by  Dillon,  J.,  after  stating  the 

law  doctrine,  say,  that  it  may  be  doubted  whether  it  will  be  adopted  byt^y- 

the  common  law  courts  of  this  country,  so  far  as  to  preclude  the  lower 

owner  from   making   in   good  faith  improvements  which  would 

the  effect  to  prevent  the  water  of  the  upper  estate  from  flowing  or  pass-  .. 

ing  away.     Professor  ^Washburn  states,   that  the  prevailing   doctrine^^^2^- 

seems  to  be  that  if  for  the  purposes  of  improving  and  cultivating 

land,  a  landowner  raises  or  fills  it,  so  that  the  water  which  falls  in  rain 

or  snow  upon  an  adjacent  owner's  land,  and  which  formerly  flowed  on 

to  the  first  mentioned  parcel,  is  prevented  from  so  doing,  to  the  injury 

of  the  adjacent  parcel,  the  owner  of  the  latter  is  without  remedy,  since 

the  other  party  has  done  no  more  than  he  had  a  legal  right  to  do 

(Wash,  on  Easements  [2d  ed.J,  431.) 

Upon  this  state  of  the  authorities,  we  are  at  liberty  to  adopt  such  'WxiVA 
rule  on  the  subject  as  we  ma}T  deem  most  consonant  with  the  demands^/      /       t 
of  justice,  having  in  view  on  the  one  band  individual  rights,  and  on  the    J/y  ^c-1, 
other  the  interests  of  society  at  large.     Upon  consideration  of  the  ques- 
tion, we  are  of  opinion  that  the  rule  stated  b}"  Denio,  Ch.  J.,  in  Good- 
ale  v.  Tattle,  is  the  one  best  adapted  to  our  condition,   and  accords 
with  public  polic}-,  while  at  the  same  time  it  does  not  deprive  the  owner  ( 
of  the  upper  tenement  of  any  legal  right  of  property.     The  maxim,  _      ,_ 

Aqua  currit  et  debet  currere  ut  currere  solebat,  expresses  the  general"^'  C  , 
law  which  governs  the  rights  of  owners  of  property  on  watercourses.  .  n  ^IA/\? 
The  owners  of  land  on  a  watercourse  are  not  owners  of  the  water  y^^  ^H£- 
which  flows  in  it.  But  each  owner  is  entitled  by  virtue  of  his  owner/^-c^c.  ^--e^J1 
ship  of  the  soil  to  the  reasonable  use  of  the  water  as  it  passes  his 
premises,  for  domestic  and  other  uses,  not  inconsistent  with  a  like 
reasonable  use  of  the  stream  by  owners  above  and  below  him.  Such 
use  is  incident  to  his  right  of  property  in  the  soil.  But  he  canno^,J/);x/ 
divert,  or  unreasonably  obstruct,  the  passage  of  the  water  to  the  injnryv*^*" ^^ 
of  other  proprietors.  These  familiar  principles  are  founded  upon  the  ^-^v^  /yL, 
most  obvious  dictates  of  natural  justice  and  public  polic}'.  The  exist-  tlO  <\ 
ence  of  streams  is  a  permanent  provision  of  nature,  open  to  observation  ^L<^y(. 

by  every  purchaser  of  land  through  which  they  pass.     The  multiplied 
uses  to  which  in  civilized  society  the  water  of  rivers  and  streams 
Id/*-  applied,  and  the  wide  injury  which  may  result  from,  an  unreasonable  in-"  *C 

terference  with  the  order  of  nature,  forbid  an  exclusive  appropriatio6^*^/ 
*O  by  any  individual  of  the  water  in  a  natural  watercourse,  or  an}r  un- 
reasonable interruption  in  the  flow.     It  is  said,  that  the  same  principle 
of  following  the  order  of  nature  should  be  applied  between  coterminous 
proprietors,  in  determining  the  right  of  mere  surface  drainage.     But  it 
is  to  be  observed,  that  the  law  has  always  recognized  a  wkle  d 
between  the  right  of  an  owner  to  deal  with  surface  water  falling  or  collect- 
ing on  his  land,  and  his  right  in  the  water  of  a  natural  watercourse.    In 
such  water,  before  it  leaves  his  land  and  becomes  part  of  a  definite  water 
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course,  the  owner  of  the  land  is  deemedto  have  an  absolute  property, 
^^z^l     and  he  may  appropriate  it  to  his  exclusive  use,  or  get  rid  of  it  in  ai.y 
V/X~W ->        way  lie  can,  provided  only  that  he  does  not  cast  it  by  drains,  or  ditches, 
fl  I          upon  the  laud  of  his  neighbor;  and  he  may  do  this,  although  b}'  so 
^•^y^^loing   he  prevents  the  water   reaching   a   natural  watercourse,  as  it 
v — A^rf—    formerly  did,  thereby  occasioning  injury  to  mill-owners,  or  other  pro- 
prietors on  the  stream.     So  also  he  may  by  digging  on  his  own  land 
intercept  the  percolating  waters  which  supply  his  neighbor's  spring. 
Such  consequential  injury  gives  no  right  of  action.    (Acton  v.  Blundell, 
12  M.   &  W.  324;    Eawstron  v.    Taylor,   11   Exch.  369;   Phelps  v. 
t-  Nowlen,  72  N.  Y.  39.)     Now,  in  these  cases  there  is  an  interference 
with  natural  laws.     But  those  laws  are  to  be  construed  in  connection 
social  laws  and  the  laws  of  property.     The  interference  in  these 
cases  with  natural  laws  is  justified,  because  the  general  law  of  society 
is,  that  the  owner  of  land  has  full  dominion  over  what  is  above,  upon, 
or  below  the  surface,  and  the  owner  in  doing  the  acts  supposed,  is  ex- 
ercising merely  a  legal  right.    The  owner  of  wet  and  spongy  land  cannot, 
it  is  true,  by  drains  or  other  artificial  means,  collect  the  surface  water 
into  channels  and  discharge  it  upon  the  land  of  his  neighbor  to  his  in- 
\  jury.     This  is  alike  the  rule  of  the  civil  and  common  law.     (Corp.  Jur. 
39,  tit.  3,  §§  2,  3,  4,  5  ;  Noonan  v.  City  of  Albany,  79  N.  Y.  475  ; 
Miller  v.  Lanbach,  47  Penn.  St.  154.)     Bm^Jt^does  not  follow,   we 
T7}     1/think,  that  the  owner  of  land,  which  is  so  situated  that~gIej3uTfkce- 
f     'vfN-*      w^igrs  from  the  lands  aboylPnaturall}'  descenH^upon  andpass 

jrpose  of  building  upon  or 
in 


it,  although  thereby  tne  water  is~pTere n ted 

rom  reaching  it,  and  is  retained  upon  tne  lands  above.     Tfiere— is  a 
nunifest  distinction  betweerPcHSting  wrrteT~upon  another'sflaud,  and 
preventing  the  flow  of  surface  water  upon  your  own.     Societ}'  has  an 
interest  in  the  cultivation  and  improvement  of  lands,  and  in  the  recla- 
of  waste  lands.     It  is  also  for  the  public  interest  that  improve- 
shall  be  made,  and  that  towns  and  cities  shall  be  built.     To 
adopt  the  principle  that  the  law  of  nature  must  be  observed  in  respect 
to  surface  drainage,  would,  we  think,  place  undue  restriction  upon  in- 
dustry, and  enterprise,  and  the  control  by  an  owner  of  his  property. 
)f  course  in  some  cases  the  opposite  principle  may  cause  injury  to  the 
ipper  proprietor.     But  the  question  should,  we  think,  be  determined 
largely  upon  considerations  of  public  policy  and  general  utility.    Which 
rule  will  on  the  whole  best  subserve  the  public  interests  and  is  most 
reasonable  in  practice?     For  the  reasons  stated,  we  think  the  rule  of 
he  civil  law  should  not  be  adopted  in  this  State.    The  case  before  us  is 
an  illustration  of  the  impolicy  of  following  it.     Several  house  lots  (sub- 
antially  village  lots)  are  crossed  by  the  depression.     They  must  re- 
unimproved  if  the  right  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  exists.     It  is 
better,  we  think,  to  establish  a  rule  which  will  permit  the  reclamation 

impose  ,upoj 


them  a  perpetual  servitude,  for  the  purpose  of  drainage,  for  the  oenefit  ^ 
of  upper  proprietors.     We  do  not  intend  to  say  that  there  may  not 
be  cases  which,  owing  to  special  conditions  and  circumstances,  shoul 
be  exceptions  to  the  general  rule  declared.     But  this  case  is  within  i 
and  we  think  the  judgment  below  should  be  affirmed. 

All  concur.  Judgment  affirmed.* 


1  On  the  distinction  between  a  watercourse  and  surface  water,  see  Earl  v.  De  Ha 
1  Beasl.  280  ;  Bowlsby  v.  Speer,  2  Vrooin,  351  ;  Gibbs  v.  Williams,  25  Kans.   214  ; 
Eulrich  v.  Bichter,  37  Wis.  226  ;  s.  c.  41  Wis.  318.     Of.  Hebron  Road  Co.  v.  Harvey, 
90  Ind.  192. 

On  the  rights  and  duties  of  one  who  fronts  on  the  sea  to  guard  against  its  encroach 
ments,  see  The  King  v.  Pagham  Commissioners,  8  B.  &  C.  355  ;  Hudson  v.  Tabor,  2 
.  Div.  290 ;  A.  G.  v.  Tomline,  14  Ch.  Di 
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CHAPTER    III. 
EASEMENTS. 


SECTION  I. 

CUSTOMARY  RIGHTS. 

ABBOT  v.  WEEKLY. 
KING'S  BENCH.     1665. 

[Reported  1  Lev.  176.] 

TRESPASS  for  breaking  his  close ;  the  defendant  prescribes,  That  all 
the  inhabitants  of  the  vill,  time  out  of  memory,  &c.,  had  used  to  dance 
there  at  all  times  of  tlie-yeaf-at-thei?  fiee  will,  ftJl*  their  recreation,  and 
so  jnStifing  tr>  ^gnpe  therej  issue  was  on  the  prescription,  and  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant,  and  to  save  his  costs  the  plaintiff  moved  in  arrest  of 
judgment,  that  this  prescription  to  dance  in  the  freehold  of  another, 
and  spoil  his  grass,  was  void,  especiall}'  as  it  is  laic],  viz.  at  all  times 
of  the  year,  and  not  at  seasonable  times ;  and  that  't  was  also  ill  laid 
in  the  inhabitants,  who  although  they  may  prescribe  in  easements,  as 
6  Co.  GatewarcPs  Case,  and  some  other  books  are,  yet  they  ought  to 
be  easements  of  necessity,  as  waj'S  to  a  church,  &c.,  and  not  for  pleas- 
ure only,  as  this  case  is.  Secondly,  If  it  be  good,  it  ought  to  have  been 
laid  by  wa}r  of  custom  in  the  town,  and  not  by  prescription  in  the  per- 
sons ;  and  a  case  was  cited,  where  't  was  so  adjudged  on  a  demurrer ; 
but  bythmreyjt  this  is  a  gQod-Custonijjind  ikJa_necessary  for  inhabi- 
tan ts—to-httre— thejr^recreation .  And  as  to  the  second,  that  though 
perhaps  it  had  beea-4H^>n  a  demurrer,  3*et  issue  being  taken  thereon, 
and  found  for  the  defendant,  't  is  good ;  and  judgment  was  given  for 
the  defej 


1  See  Fitch  v.  Rawling,  2  H.  Bl.  393  ;  Mounsey,v.  Ismay,  1  H.  &C.  729  ;  3  H.  &  C. 
486  ;  Hall  v.  Nottingham,  1  Ex.  D.]JJray,iyp.  §§  572-576. 
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TYSON  v.  SMITH.  ^ 

EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER.     1838.  '     ^       u.    tL*Mv 

[Reported  §  A.  &  E.  406.] 

ERROR  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  an  action  of  trespass  quare    if^-Q 
dausum,  in  which  judgment  had  been  entered  for  the  defendant.     The  ^          u~vv_ 
case   was   argued  before  TINDAL,   C.  J.,   BOSANQUET,   COLTMAN,    and^  ^^^^^  ~ 


VAUGHAN,  JJ.,  PARKE,  ALDERSON,  and  GURNET,  BB.1 
W.  II.  Watson,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Cresswell,  for  the  defendant. 

TINDAL,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

In  this  case,  the  issues  raised  on  the  third  and  fifth  pleas,  which  go  ./  '  > 

to  the  whole  action,  have  been  found  for  the  defendant  below,  and  judg-     /      ^^^/4 
ment  has  been  given  thereon  accordingl}-  in  his  favor  ;  and  this  writ  of 
error  is  brought  to  reverse  such  judgment,  on  the  ground  that  the  cus- ' 
torn  set  forth  in  those  pleas,  and  upon  which  the.  whole  of  the  defend- 
ant's justification  rests,  is  unreasonable,  and  therefore  bad  in  law. 

The  third  plea  (and  it  will  be  unnecessary  to  give  a  separate  consider- 
ation to  the  fifth,  as  the  same  objections  appty  equally  to  both)  begins 
by  stating  the  existence  of_a  fair- by  prescription  t.n  hp  hplr^mi  some, 
part  of  the  comm^ns_and_jgaste  grounda  of  the  manor  o£  Westward,  in  <-v-A   "LA 
the  county  of  Cumberland,  to  be  appointed  for  that  purpose  by  the  lord^     ' 
of  the  manor,  on  Monda}T  after  the  feast  of  Pentecost  in  every  year, 
afterwards  on  each,  alternate  Monday  until  the  feast  of  All  Souls ; 
then  alleges  a  custfHtuwithin  the  said  rnnnor,  thnt  pypiyjjpgp  subject  of 
the  realm  exercising  the  trade  or  calling  of  a  victualler,  at  a  reasonable    t>  X. 
time  before  the ifirsEj^ay^Qf  the  fair,  has  been  used  and  accustomed,  and 
of  right  ought,  to  enter  uppntbatpart  of  the  commons  or  waste  ground 
which  had  been  set  rmt.  f<w!hr»ir|Tng  nf  ti^a  fqir^fliid.  for  the  more  con; 


booth  and  stall,  and  to  put 


put,  and  placed  until  a  reasonable  time  after  the  last  of  the  said  fairs 
so  holden,  3rielding  and  paying  therefor  to  the  lord  of  the  manor  for  _ 
the  time  being  the  sum  of  2d.  when  lawfully  demanded.  The  plea 
then  proceeds  to  justify  the  trespasses  alleged  to  have  been  committed, 
under  this  custom.  The  existence  of  the  prescriptive  right  to  the  fair 
is  admitted  upon  the  pleadings  ;  and  nothing  is  traversed  but  the  exis- 
tence of  the  custom,  which  custom  is  found  by  the  jury.  And  the  ques- 
tion before  us  is,  whether  the  custom  is  a  good  custom,  or  unreasonable, 
and  therefore  void  in  law. 

It  is  an  acknowledged  principle  that,  to  give  validitj"  to  a  custom,  — 

1  The  statement  of  the  case  is  omitted;  the  pleadings  and  facts  sufficiently  appear 
in  tha^>pinion. 


1C)     a 
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which  has  been  well  described  to  be  an  usage,  which  obtains  the  force 
of  law,  and  is,  in  truth,  the  binding  law,  within  a  particular  district  or 
at  a  particular  place,  of  the  persons  and  things  which  it  concerns  (see 
Davies's  Reports,  31,  32),  —  it  must  bft_cpvt?iin,  reasonable  in  itself, 
commencing,  fiouj  liiuu  liiimuniuiiul,  and  continued  without  interruption. 
Now,  of  these  several  requisites  to  the  validity  of  a  custom,  the  onl.y 
one  which  is  brought  in  question  on  the  present  occasion  is,  whether 
the  custom  is  reasonable  or  not ;  and  this  is  a  question  which  it  belongs 
to  the  judges  of  the  land  to  determine. 

The  question,  what  customs  are  reasonable  and  what  are  not,  is  one 
upon  which  the  books  are  not  altogether  silent.  A  custom  is  not  un- 
reasonable merely  because  it  is  contrary  to  a  particular  maxim  or  rule 
of  the  common  law,  for  Consuetude  ex  certa  causa  rationabili  usitata 
privat  communem  legem  (Co.  Litt.  113  a),  as  the  custom  of  gavel- 
kind  and  borough  English,  which  are  directly  contrary  to  the  law  of 
descent,  or,  again,  the  custom  of  Kent,  which  is  contrary  to  the  law  of 
escheats.  Nor  is  a  custom  unreasonable  because  it  is  prejudicial  to  the 
interests  of  a  private  man,  if  it  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  Commonwealth, 
as  the  custom  to  turn  the  plough  upon  the  headland  of  another,  in  favor 
of  husbandry,  or  to  dry  nets  on  the  land  of  another,  in  favor  of  fishing 
and  for  the  benefit  of  navigation. 

But,  on  the  other  hand,  a  custom  that  is  contrary  to  the  public  good, 
or  injurious  or  prejudicial  to  the  man}',  and  beneficial  only  to  some  par- 
ticular person,  is  repugnant  to  the  law  of  reason  ;  for  it  could  not  have 
had  a  reasonable  commencement :  as  a  custom  set  up  in  a  manor,  on 
the  part  of  the  lord,  that  the  commoner  cannot  turn  in  his  cattle  until 
the  lord  has  put  in  his  own,  is  clear!}*  bad  ;  for  it  is  injurious  to  the 
multitude,  and  beneficial  only  to  the  lord.  (Yearb.  Trin.  2  H.  4,  fol.  24 
B.  pi.  20.)  So  a  custom  that  the  lord  of  the  manor  shall  have  £3  for 
every  pound  breach  of  any  stranger  (21  H.  4)  ; l  or  that  the  lord  of  the 
manor  ma}*  detain  a  distress  taken  upon  his  demesnes,  until  fine  be 
made  for  the  damage,  at  the  lord's  will  (Litt.  §  212).  In  all  these, 
and  many  other  instances  of  similar  customs  which  are  to  be  found  in 
the  books,  the  customs  themselves  are  held  to  be  void,  on  the  ground 
of  their  having  had  no  reasonable  commencement,  but  as  being  founded 
in  wrong  and  usurpation,  and  not  on  the  voluntary  consent  of  the  people 
to  whom  they  relate. 

But  the  reasonableness  of  the  custom  in  the  present  case  is  not  im- 
peached on  any  ground  of  this  nature.  The  present  custom  is,  in  fact, 
in  favor  of  the  many  ;  and  the  only  party  against  whom  it  is  set  up,  and 
by  whom  it  is  now  opposed,  is  the  lord  of  the  manor.  The  grounds  upon 
which  this  custom  is  contended  to  be  void  on  the  present  occasion 
appear  to  be  reducible  to  three. 

.First,  that  it  is  so  general  that  it  ceases  to  be  a  custom,  or  pleadable 

1  This  reference  is  given  in  Le  Case  de  Tanistry,  Dav.  33  a.  Theplacitum  meant  is 
probably  Mich.  21  H.  7,  fol.  40  A.,  pi.  61.  See  7  Vin.  Abr.  183,  Customs,  (F)  7,  and 
the  references  there  given.  Yearb.  Pasch.  21  H.  7,  fol.  20  A.,  pi.  2.  —REP. 
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as  such,  but  is  part  of  the  common  law  ;  secondljiJiiatr-fcrrTeTt^n  of 

its  generality  and    P;^P*)~**--g^]]]^^  anfl_gnn- 

not  therefore  be  ronsifTered"asjj|easonahle  nnstpm  ;  and,  lastly,  that 
the  right  claimed^L^lQ""1^  t.n  ITJvrnf.t.  n  pre-nrlre  ni^^-^f-  land,  and  can- 


not therefoMLbe  claimed  as  a  customary  right. 

As  to  the  first  objection,  admitting,  for  the  purpose  of  argument,  that 
a  custom  which  would  comprehend  within  it  all  the  liege  subjects  of  the 
Crown  would  be  bad,  on  the  ground  of  its*amounting  to  the  common 
law,  we  think  the  custom  before  us  is  not  of  that  description.  For  in 
the  present  custom  there  are  three  restrictions  which  necessarily  limit 
its  gpnprfl1ity__The  pnrtipsJSftm  fjTaTm  t.Tiip'bpnpfit  of  it  must  be  victual- 
lers ;  the}*  must~b&  victuallers  ooming  to  kcop-theLJairj  and  the}"  must 
come  at  the^prccisc  period  of  tho  year  at  whioh-tb»4kir  is  fixed. 

Now,  under  the  description  of  victuallers  mentioned  in  the  custom, 
we  cannot  consider  that  very  large  body  of  persons  to  be  comprehended 
who,  in  ancient  times,  appear  to  have  been  classed  under  that  desig- 
nation by  the  Statutes  referred  to  in  the  argument.  But  we  think  the 
plea  must  be  taken  to  speak  in  the  language  of  the  time  at  which  it  is 
pleaded  ;  and,  as  the  only  term  used  is  that  of  a  victualler,  it  must  be 
understood  those  only  are  comprehended  who  are  now  so  termed,  that 
is,  persons  authorized  by  law  to  keep  houses  of  entertainment  for  the 
public.  This  removes  the  case  at  once  from  the  application  of  the  case 
of  Fitch  v.  Rawling,  2  H.  Bl.  393,  where  the  custom  comprehended  all 
the  liege  subjects  of  the  Crown  being  in  the  parish  at  any  time. 

But  it  is  said  the  number  of  these  victuallers  may  be  so  large,  and  the 
space  occupied  by  each  so  great,  as  that  the  whole  portion  of  the  com- 
mon set  out  for  the  fair  may  be  taken  by  them  in  exclusion  of  the  rest. 
If  this  argument  were  to  prevail,  it  is  manifest  that  it  would  be 
equally  applicable  with  respect  to  every  particular  branch  of  traders 
who  frequent  the  fair.  The  sellers  of  corn,  or  of  cattle,  the  persons 
who  deposit  their  cloth,  the  dealers  in  earthen  ware,  and  the  like, 
might  with  equal  show  of  reason  be  stated  by  possibility  to  become 
occupiers  of  the  whole  ground  to  the  exclusion  of  the  rest.  But  it  is 
obvious  that  this  is  not  an  argument  against  the  custom  being  reason- 
able in  its  original  commencement,  or  against  the  prescription  for  the  fair 
being  a  reasonable  prescription  ;  it  is  an  objection  only  as  to  the  mode 
of  exercising  the  rights  so  claimed,  whether  under  the  custom  or  the 
prescription.  An  inconvenience  of  this  description  will  provide  its  own 
remedy  :  if  it  occurs  once,  it  will  not  be  likely  to  occur  again.  It  is  in 
the  highest  degree  improbable  that  it  should  ever  occur  at  all.  A  little 
previous  inquiry  will  at  all  times  prevent  its  recurrence.  And  in  12en- 
nington  v.  Taylor,  2  Lutw.  1517,  where  it  was  contended  that  a  pre- 
scription was  uncertain,  and  thei'efore  void,  which  claimed  toll  for  a 
stall,  and  the  landj?roptf  et  circa  stallam,  &c.,  the  objection  was  not 
allowed;  for  this,  it  was  said,  "shall  be  ascertained  by  the  common 
usage  of  the  fair."  And  these  are  precisely  the  points  of  consideration 
to  which  the  judges  must  advert,  when  called  upon  to  determine  whether 
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the  custom  is  void  or  not.  It  is  notjvflid  as  1wng~&§ain&t-Jag_-_jiml.  it' 
alleged  to  be  void  because  inconvenient  in  a  high  degree  in  its  enjoy- 
ment, and  therefore  unreasonaJbLy-tkey-iiiUsl  luok-lqjjie  probabilities 
of  the  case,  and  be^satisfledjthjut  the  inconvenience  is  real,  general,  and 
extensive,  before  the^Jbold  a  custom  bad  upon  that  ground,  which  a 
jury  have  found  to  exist,  and  to  have  been  acted  upon  from  beyond  the 
time  of  legal  memory. 

As  to  the  objection,  that  this  is  a  bad  custom  as  against  the  owner 
of  the  soil ;  that  all  the  authorities  confine  a  claim  under  a  custom  to 
matters  of  easement  only,  whereas  this  is  a  matter  of  profit  in  alieno 
solo,  inasmuch  as  the  soil  must  be  disturbed  by  the  erection  of  the 
stall :  admitting  this  to  be  the  case,  which  is  left  extreme!}*  doubtful  on 
the  pleadings  in  this  case,  }*et  the  distinction  between  this  custom  and 
others  to  which  reference  was  made  is,  that  it  gives  a  certain  profit  to 
the  owner  of  the  soil  for  the  use  of  the  same  ;  and  whether  that  is  a  full 
compensation  or  not,  is  not  the  question.  At  the  early  time  at  which 
this  custom  originated,  it  may  have  been  a  profit  to  the  lord,  and  at  all 
events  it  ma}-  have  been  an  object  to  him  with  respect  to  the  profits  of 
his  fair  to  give  encouragement  to  those  who  would  erect  booths  and 
stalls  for  the  entertainment  of  strangers  coming  to  the  fair.  It  is  clear 
that  a  prescription  for  a  certain  toll  by  way  of  stallage  is  good,  notwith- 
standing toll  and  stallage  are  different  things ;  as  was  held  in  the  case 
of  Bennington  v.  Taylor,  2  Lutw.  1517,  above  referred  to;  and,  if  the 
lord  of  the  fair  can  justify  distraining  for  such  toll  under  a  prescription, 
there  seems  no  reason  why  the  person  who  uses  the  stall  on  pa}*ment  of 
the  toll,  and  who  cannot  prescribe  either  in  a  que  estate  or  in  himself 
and  his  ancestors,  being  a  stranger,  should  not  justify  under  such  a 
custom  as  the  present. 

The  custom,  in  facV-comes_at4asttoan  agreement,  which  has  been 
evidenced  by  suchTcpcatod-at;tb  of  aaaont  on  bot-b-sidcs  from  the  earliest 
times,  beginning  before  tTifi&-«£-jnemory  and  continuing  down  to  our 
own  times,  that  it  ha,s_hecome  the  law  of  the  particular  place. 

We  therefore  think  the  custom  set  out  on  the  pleadings  is  a  good 
custom,  and  affirm  the  judgment  of  Queen's  Bench. 

Judgment  affirmed* 


ACKERMAN  v.   SHELP. 
SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEW  JERSEY.     1825. 

[Reported  3  Halst.  125.] 

THIS  was  an  action  of  trespass  brought  by  Ackerman  against  Shelp 
for  entering  his  close  and  pulling  down  and  removing  his  fence. 

The  defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  gave  notice  with  it  of 

1  See  Gray,  Perp.  §§  577,  580. 
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the  special  matter  which  he  intended  to  offer  in  evidence.     The  notices 
were  in  substance  as  follows  : 1 

4.  That  there  is,  and  from  time  whereof  the  memory  of  man  runneth 
not  to  the  contrary  hath  been,  a  laudable  custom  used  and  approved  of 
l>3r  all  the  inhabitants  of  the  town  of  Aquackanunck  to  pass  and  repass 
into  and  over  the  said  close  to  the  said  Passaic  River  to  water. 

6.  That  there  was,  and  from  time  immemorial  had  been,  a  custom  for 
all  persons  taking  lumber  to  Aquackanunck-  for  market,  to  store  it  on 
the  locus  in  quo  until  it  should  be  carried  aboard  of  vessels  for  trans- 
portation to  market. 

7.  That  John  Van  Wagoner  is  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee  of  and 
in  a  certain  messuage  with  the  appurtenances  adjoining  the  said  close, 
and  that  the  said  John  and  all  those  whose  estate  he  hath,  from  the 
time  whereof  the  memory  of  man  runneth  not  to  the  contraiy,  have 
been  used  and  accustomed  to  have  a  right  of  way  over  and  upon  the 
said  close,  for  himself  and  his  tenants  and  cattle,  &c.,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant is  tenant  of  the  said  messuage  with  the  appurtenances,  &c. 

There  was  also  another  action  between  the  same  parties  for  a  tres- 
pass upon  the  same  premises  to  which  the  defendant  had  pleaded  the 
general  issue  and  given  notices.  The  second  and  fifth  notices  in  this 
second  action  were  the  same  in  substance  as  the  sixth  and  seventh 
notices  above  stated. 

Van  Arsdale,  for  the  plaintiff,  now  moved  to  strike  out  the  notices. 

Frelinghuysen  and  Hornblower,  contra. 

FORD,  J.2  The  fourth  notice  alleges  a  custom  in  Aquackanunck  for 
the  inhabitants  of  the  town  to  take  their  cattle  over  the  locus  in  quo  to 
water ;  the  sixth  alleges  a  custom  for  all  persons  taking  lumber  to 
Aquackanunck  for  market,  to  store  it  on  the  locus  in  quo  till  it  shall  be 
carried  on  board  of  vessels  for  transportation  to  market ;  and  the 
seventh  alleges  a  prescription  in  the  que  estate  for  a  right  of  way  to 
water  over  the  locus  in  quo. 

I  will  not  consume  much  time  in^  rpmqrkiiTg__thjitja__ngbt  to  store 
lumber,  is  a  profit  in  another's  soil  that,  musf.  bpprpsmHhpH  for  in  a  que 
estate  and  cannai^b^_daini£d-^y-T3ustom  (6  Co?59^b ;  4  T.  llep.  718)  ; 
because  I  place  my  objection  to  these  three  notices  on  another  ground, 
which  is  that  "  so  much  of  the  common  law"  as  respects  rights  accru- 
ing by  custom  and  prescription  has  not  been  "  heretofore  practised  "  in 
New  Jersey  (Cons,  of  N.  J.  §  22),  and  these  doctrines  could  not  now 
be  introduced  without  doubtful  if  not  dangerous  consequences.  The 
country  could  not  have  progressed  till  this  time  without  a  single  in- 
stance of  a  right  being  established  on  either  of  these  grounds  in  our 
courts  of  justice,  if  these  doctrines  had  been  received  here  with  the 
common  law.  "  '  Time  of  memory  '  hath  been  long  ago  ascertained  by 

1  The  first,  second,  third,  and  fifth  notices  are  omitted. 

2  Only  that  part  of  the  opinion  is  printed  which  deals  with  the  fourth,  sixth,  and 
seventh  notices  in  the  first  action,  and  the  second  and  fifth  notices  in  the  second 
action. 
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law  to  commence  from  the  beginning  of  the  reign  of  Richard  the  First, 
and  any  custom  may  be  destroyed  by  evidence  of  its  non-existence  in 
any  part  of  the  long  period  from  that  time  to  the  present "  (2  Bl.  Com. 
31).  This  is  sufficient  to  destroy^all  commonjaw  custom^s  in  New  jer- 
sejuJor  t]ie__couBtry  was  not  discovered  "by  civilized  inhabitants,  and 
civil  rights  could  not  consequently  have  been  in  use,  till  more  than  three 
hundred  years  after  the  beginning  of  the  reign  of  Richard  the  First.  In 
most  towns  standing  on  navigable  water  are  man}'  uninclosed  water  lots 
not  applicable  to  agriculture  nor  wanted  for  commercial  purposes  as 
yet,  over  which  the  inhabitants  have  been  never  restrained  from  passing 
or  driving  their  cattle  to  water ;  and  if  custom  (which  is  a  local  law 
founded  on  universal  usage,  and  can  no  more  be  released  than  any 
other  law)  is  to  prevail  according  to  the  common  law  notion  of  it,  these 
lots  must  lie  open  forever  to  the  surprise  of  unsuspecting  owners,  and  to 
the  curtailing  commerce,  in  its  more  advanced  state,  of  the  accommo- 
dation of  docks  and  wharves,  when  perhaps  a  tenth  part  of  the  lots  now 
open  would  be  all  sufficient  as  watering  places :  a  principle  of  such 
extensive  operation  ought  not  to  be  strained  beyond  the  limits  assigned 
to  it  in  law.  If  public  convenience  requires  highwaj'S  to  church,  school, 
mill,  market  or  water,  they  are  obtainable  in  a  much  more  direct  and 
rational  manner  under  the  Statute  than  by  waj-  of  immemorial  usage  and 
custom.  I  must  not  be  understood  to  mean  that  the  uninterrupted  en- 
joyment of  an  easement  in  another  person's  soil  for  twenty  or  thirty 
3*ears,  or  perhaps  a  less  period  of  time,  will  not  be  evidence  for  a  jury 
to  presume  a  grant  or  dedication  of  such  easement,  after  duly  consider- 
ing such  explanations,  reasons,  and  opposing  circumstances  as  the  case 
may  afford.  Usage  beyond  time  of  legal  memorj*  and  usage  within 
memory  depend  on  principles  and  evidence  totally  distinct  from  each 
other.  IftTnTctefendant  reliesjsnjisage  for  a  definite  period  of  time,  he 
ought  toajnejid_-hi&-niiticeso  as  to  correspond  with  theTevidence  he 
means  to  oficTT-^t-can^gjiswcr  no  purpose  of  Justice  or  camtor  to  give 
notice  of  one  thing  and  prove  another.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore  as  to 
these  three  notices,  that  the  rights  therein  set  up  cannot  be  maintained 
in  the  form  nor  on  the  principle  therein  stated,  and  that  they  ought  to 
be  stricken  out. 

In  a  second  action  between  the  parties,  wherein  the  defendant  sets  up 
in  his  second  notice  a  custom  by  immemorial  usage,  and  in  the  fifth  a 
prescription  in  the  que  estate,  I  need  only  observe  that  they  ought  to  be 
stricken  out  for  the  reasons  before  mentioned.1 

1  Contra,  Nudd  v.  Hobbs,  11.N.  H.  524  ;  Knowles  v.  Dow,  22  N.  H.  387.  See 
Gray,  Perp.  §§  585,  586. 
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SECTION  n. 

EASEMENTS  IN   GROSS. 

ACKROYD   v.   SMITH. 

COMMON  PLEAS.     1850. 

[Reported  10  C.  B.  164.] 

CRESSWELL,  J.,1  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court.2 
This  was  an  actiqnjof  trespasser  breaking  and  entering  a  close  of 
the  plaintiff,  in  the  parish  of  Bradford,  in  the  county  of  York,  describ- 
ing it  by  abuttals,  and  with  feet  in  walking,  and  with  horses,  carts,  and  u\,s\» 
carriages,  damaging  and  spoiling  the  grass,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded  —  amongst  other  pleas  —  that,  long  before  and 
at  the  time  of  committing  tie  alleged  trespasses  in  the  declaration  men-^V 
tioned,  and  at  the  time  of  making  the  release  and  grant  thereinaf 
mentioned,  there  was,  and  thenceforth  continually  had  been,  and 
was,  and  at  the  several  times,  &c.,  was,  in  and  upon  the  said  close  in,  ^.^ 
which,  &c.,  a  certain  road,  running  between  a  certain  other  road  called 
"The  Bradford  and  Thornton  turnpike-road,"  and  a  certain  lane  called'" 
"  Legram's  Lane;"  that,  long  before  and  at  the  time  of  making  the 
indenture  of  release  and  grant  thereinafter  mentioned,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  r 
one  Ellis  Cunliffe  Lister  was  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee,  as  well  of 
the  soil  of  the  road  in  that  plea  first  mentioned,  as  of  and  in  the  close 
in  which,  &c. ;  that,  before  the  time  of  committing  the  trespasses,  the 
said  Ellis  Cunliffe  Lister  was  also  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee  of  and 
in  the  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments,  and  premises  in  the  thereinafter    ^^ 
next  mentioned  indenture  of  release  and  grant  mentioned,  and 
and  thereby  released  and  conve}Ted  to  John  Smith ;  that,  afterwards,^ 
and  before  any  of  the  several  times  of  committing  the  several  tres- 
passes in  the  declaration  mentioned,  he,  the  said  Ellis  Cunliffe  Lister,    /^Qj?. 
being  so  seised,  on,  &c.,  by  lease  and  release  conveyed  to  John  Smith 
and  his  heirs,  to  the  use  of  him,  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  a  cer-       'Tpx  / 
tain  close  and  plots  or  parcels  of  land ;  that  the  said  Ellis  Cunliffe 
Lister  did,  in  and  by  the  said  Iggt-mpntjnppfl  inrlpnt;|]re,  grant  to  the 
said  John  Smith  and  his '"hpirs~apr1  ^iil^m,  thnti  IIP  ind  thrjr  rnprr 
tively,  being  QWJIPTS  anrl  np^i piers  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  close, 
&c.,  so  released  as  aforesaid,, and_all  other  persons  having  occasion  to 

1  The  opinion  only  is  given. 

2  The  argument  took  place  on  the  first  of  June  last,  before  MAULE,  J.,  CHESS- 
WELL,  J^aud  TALFOUKD,  J.  —  KEP. 


/      '/ 


resort  thercto^shmrfd-baxe^  the  right  jmd^jmyjlege  of  passing  and  re- 
passing,  with  or  without  horses,  cattle.  caTtsT^nd'Tiaj-iMagesT/oy-li^  pur- 
poses^jn,  gver,alonjr^and  through  ascertain  road  running  between  the 

^  f  +~4  Bradford  and  Thornton  turnpike- road  and  Legram's  Lane,  or  in,  over, 
and  through  someTotb«c_road  in  the  same  direction,  to  be  formed  by, 
and  at  the  expense  of,  the  plaintiff,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  such  other  road 
nevertheless  passing  the  southeast  corner  of  the  warehouse  of  the  plain- 
tiff,—  he  the  said  John  Smith,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  paying  to  the 
plaintiff,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  a  proportionate  part  of  the  expense  of 
repairing  the  said  road,  according  to  the  use  thereof  by  him  or  them, 
not  exceeding  the  actual  damage  done  to  the  road  b}T  the  wear  and  tear 
j"   thereof  by  the  said  John  Smith,  his  heirs  and  assigns.     The  plea  then 
deduced  a  title  in  Samuel  Smith  to  a  life-estate  in  one  moiety  of  the 
lands,   tenements,    hereditaments,    and  appurtenances,    and   in 
Thomas  Smith  to  an  estate  in  fee  in  the  other  moiety  thereof,  and 
/   2v  alleged  possession  before  and  at  the  times  when,  &c.,  and  proceeded, — 
^  "and  the  defendants,  being  so  seised  and  owners  as  aforesaid,  and 
being  in  and  having  such  possession  and  occupation  as  aforesaid,  and 

having  occasion,  for  their  own  purposes,  to  use  the  right  and  privilege 

in  that  behalf  granted  and  conve}'ed  in  and  by  the  indenture  of  release 

~/v^         and  grant  in  this  plea  first  mentioned  did,  on  foot,  and  with  their 

^w^. f*^-/-h$rses,  &c.,  at  the  said  several  times,  &c.,  pass  and  re-pass,  for  the 
ies  of  them,  the  defendants,  in,  over,  and  along,  and  through  the 
road  in  that  plea  first  mentioned,  so  being  as  aforesaid  in  and  upon 

^•jfl        the  said  close  in  which,  &c.,  as  they  lawfully  might." 

1         The  plaintiff  craved   over  of  the  deed, — which  was   between   the 

y$  .%  Cx  plaintiff  of  the  first  part,  Richard  Tolson  of  the  second  part,  Ellis  Cun- 
liffe  Lister  (to  whom  the  plaintiff  had  mortgaged  the  premises)  of  the 

)  •  ^*^*  third  part,  Samuel  Smith  and  Thomas  Smith  of  the  fourth  part,  and 
John  Smith  of  the  fifth  part,  —  the  plaintiff,  as  well  as  Lister,  being 
made  a  conveying  and  granting  party.  [His  Lordship  read  the  material 

. parts  of  the  deed.1]     The  plaintiff'  then  demurred,  assigning  for  causes, 

I 

"*« —  J  The  substance  of  this  indenture,  so  far  as  material  to  the  case,  was  as  follows  :  It 

*"      .  recited  that  the  land  conveyed  had  been  settled  on  Robert  Stables  Ackroyd,  the  plaintiff, 

f-4  for  life,  remainder  to  Richard  Tolson,  during  the  life  of  the  plaintiff,  in  trust  for  the  plain- 

I    .  tiff,  remainder  to  the  plaintiff  in  fee  ;  that  the  land  had  been  subsequently  mortgaged  to 

")  Q[  Ellis  Cunliffe  Lister  ;  that  the  plaintiff  and  Lister  had  entered  into  a  contract  to  convey 

^x£vA/X/  the  land  to  Samuel  and  Thomas  Smith,  and  that  these  latter  had  assigned  to  John  Smith 


V  '  I  Oi  t'ie'r  "oh*  t°  a  conveyance.  Then  the  indenture  witnessed  that  the  plaintiff,  Tolson, 
/V1  <3  /  and  Lister,  at  the  request  of  Samuel  and  Thomas  Smith,  conveyed  to  John  Smith  and 

his  heirs  certain  described  parcels  of  land.  "Together  with  all  ways,  paths,  passages, 
*|/  t/i/  particularly  the  right  and  privilege  to  and  for  the  owners  and  occupiers,  for  the  time 

being,  of  the  said  close,  pieces,  or  parcels  of  land,  or  any  of  them,  and  all  persons  hav- 
Q  ing  occasion  to  resort  thereto,  of  passing  and  re-passing,  with  or  without  horses,  cattle, 

carts,  and  carriages,  for  all  purposes,  in,  over,  along,  and  through  a  certain  road  run- 
^  <"|v-^>*ilHng  between  the  Bradford  and  Thornton  turnpike-road  and  Legram's  Lane,  or  in, 
i  }-*>LtVv?-r,  and  through  some  other  road  in  the  same  direction,  to  be  formed  by  and  at  the 

expense  of  the  said  Robert  Stables  Ackroyd,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  —  such  other  road, 
the  southeast  .corner  of  the  safRl  warehouse  of  the  said  Robert 
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amongst  others,  that  the  plea  did  not  show  that  the  trespasses  justified 
were  committed  in  going  to  or  from  the  premises  combed,  or  that  they 
were  in  an}'  way  connected  with  the  enjoyment  of  those  premises. 

In  support  of  the  demurrer,  it  was  contended,  —  first,  that  the  road 
granted  was  only  for  purposes  connected  with  the  occupation  of  the 
land  conveyed,  and  therefore  was  not  sufficient  to  support  the  justifi- 
cation pleaded ;  and,  secondl}*,  that,  if  the  grant  was  more  ample, 
and  gave  to  the  grantee  a  right  of  using  the  road  for  all  purposes, 
although  the}-  might  not  be  in  any  way  connected  with  the  enjoyment 
of  the  land,  it  would  not  pass  to  an  assignee  of  the  land,  and  therefore 
the  defendants  could  not  claim  it  under  a  conversance  of  the  land,  with 
the  appurtenances.  On  the  other  hand,  it  was  contended  that  the  right 
created  by  deed  might  be  assigned  by  deed,  together  with  the  land,  and 
was  large  enough  to  maintain  the  justification  pleaded. 

Upon  consideration,  we  have  frmifMrMjif*  rom'lnmon  jthnt_lhp  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  our  judgment  nn  CEe^demurrer. 

If  the  right  conferred  by  the  deed  set  out,  was  only  to  use  the  road 
in  question  for  purposes  connected  with  the  occupation  and  enjoyment 
of  the  land  conve3'ed,  it  does  not  justify  the  acts  confessed  by  the  plea. 
But,  if  the  grant  was  more  ample,  and  extended  to  using  the  road  for 
purposes  unconnected  with  the  enjoyment  of  the  land,  — and  this,  we" 
think,  is  the  true  construction  of  it,  —  it  becomes  necessary  to  decide 
whether  the  assignee  of  the  land  and  appurtenances  would  be  entitled 
to  it.  In  the  case  of  Keppell  v.  Bailey,  2  Mylne  &  K.  517,  the  sub- 
ject of  covenants  running  with  the  land  was  fully  considered  by  Lord 
Chancellor  Brougham ;  and  the  leading  cases  on  it  are  collected  in 
his  judgment.  He  there  says  (2  Mylne  &  K.  537)  :  "  The  covenant 
(that  is,  such  as  will  run  with  the  land)  must  be  of  such  a  nature  as 
'  to  inhere  in  the  land,'  to  use  the  language  of  some  cases  ;  or,  '  it  must 
concern  the  demised  premises,  and  the  mode  of  occupying  them,'  as  it 
is  laid  down  in  others  :  '  it  must  be  quodammodo  annexed  and  appur- 
tenant to  them,'  as  one  authority  has  it ;  or,  as  another  sa}-s,  '  it  must 
both  concern  the  thing  demised,  and  tend  to  support  it,  and  support  the 
reversioner's  estate.' "  Now,  the  privilege  or  right  in  question  does  not 
inhere  in  the  land,  does  not  concern  the  premises  conveyed,  or  the  mode 
of  occupying  them  ;  it  is  not  appurtenant  to  them.  A  covenant,  there- 
Stables  Ackroyd  ;  he  the  said  John  Smith,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  paying  to  the  said 
Robert  Stables  Ackroyd,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  a  proportionate  part  of  the  expense  of 
repairing  the  said  road,  according  to  the  use  thereof  by  him  or  them,  not  exceeding  the 
actual  damage  done  to  the  road  by  the  wear  and  tear  thereof  by  the  said  John  Smith, 
his  heirs  and  assigns  ;  and  the  said  Robert  Stables  Ackroyd  keeping  the  said  road  at 
all  times  in  good  and  sufficient  repair  ; "  waters,  mines,  "  rights,  liberties,  privileges, 
easements,  profits,  commodities,  emoluments,  hereditaments,  and  appurtenances"  to 
the  parcels,  "  or  any  part  thereof  respectively,  belonging,  or  in  any  wise  appertaining,  or 
with  the  same,  or  any  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof  respectively,  now  or  at  any  time 
heretofore,  held  and  occupied,  or  enjoyed,  or  accepted,  reputed,  deemed,  taken,  or 
known  as  part,  parcel,  or  member  thereof,  or  of  any  part  thereof  respectively,  or  appur- 
tenant thereto."  —  ED. 
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fore,  that  such  a  right  should  be  enjoj-ed,  would  not  run  with  the  land. 
Upon  the  same  principle*  it  OippoaraJx)  us  that  such  a  right,_uiic0»fleeted 
with  the  enjoyment  or  occupation  of  theland,  cannotPe^arnpypd  as  an 
incident^  to  itngFcan  avvij'  ^pp"n?hintiTfL3gl^^1'\nd  be  granted 


away,  orjnade  in  grossj_for  no  one  can  have  such  a  wa}-  but  he  who 
hagTEeTand  to  which  it  is  appendant.  Bro.  Abr.,  Grant,  pi.  130.1  If 
a  way  be  granted  in  gross,  it  is  personal  only,  .and  cannot  be  assigned^ 
So,  common  in  gross  sans  nombre  may  be  granted,  but  cannot  be 
granted  over  (per  Treb}-,  C.  J.,  in  Weekly  v.  Wildman,  1  Ld.  Raym. 
407).  It  is  not  in  the  power  of  a  vendor  to  create  an}'  rights  not  con- 
nected with  the  use  or  enjo}'ment  of  the  land,  and  annex  them  to  it  ; 
nor  can  the  owner  of  land  render  it  subject  to  a  new  species  of  burden, 
so  as  to  bind  it  in  the  hands  of  an  assignee.  "  Incidents  of  a  novel 
kind  cannot  be  devised,  and  attached  to  property,  at  the  fane}"  or 
caprice  of  any  owner  "  (per  Lord  Brougham,  C.,  in  Keppell  v.  Bailey), 

This  principle  is  sufficient  to  dispose  of  the  present  case.  It  would 
be  a  novel  incident  annexed  to  land,  that  the  owner  and  occupier 
should,  for  purposes  wholly  unconnected  with  that  land,  and  merely 
because  he  is  owner  and  occupier,  have  a  right  of  road  over  other  land. 
And  it  seems  to  us  that  a  grant  of  such  a  privilege  or  easement  can  no 
more  be  annexed,  so  as  to  pass  with  the  land,  than  a  covenant  for  any 
collateral  matter. 

The  defendants  cannot,  therefore,  as  assigns,  avail  themselves  of  the 
grant  to  John  Smith  ;  and  our  judgment  must  be  for  the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

Tomlinson,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

T.  F.  Ellis,  contra.2 


HILL  v.  TUPPER. 
EXCHEQUER.  1863. 
[Reported  2  H.  &  C.  121.] 

DECLARATION.  — For  that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing 
-  the  defendant  of  the  grievances  hereinafter  mentioned,  thejglainjLiff 
entitled  to,  and  had  and  was  possessed  of.  the..sole  and  exclusive 
right  or  liberty  to  put  or  use  boats  on  a  certain  canal,  called  the  Ba- 
suigstoke  Canal,  for  the  purposes  of  pleasure  and  to  let  the  same  boats 


1  Citing  5  H.  7,  7  (M.  5  H.  7,  fo.  7,  pi.  15):  "Note,  that  it  was  said  by  Fairfax 
)       Q  Qjr\  (Justice  of  C.  P.)  for  law,  that,  if  one  has  a  way  appendant  to  his  manor,  or  to  his 
^*""            house,  by  prescription,  that  way  cannot  be  made  in  gross;  because  no  man  can  take 

profit  of  that  way,   except  he  have  the  manor  or  the  house  to  which  the  way  is 
appendant."  —  REP. 

2  See  Thorpe  v.  Brumfitt,  L.  R.  8  Ch.  650  ;  Garrison  v.  Rudd,  19  111.  558. 
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for  hire  on  the  said  canal  for  the  purposes  of  pleasure.  Yet  the  plain- 
tiff says  that,  whilst  he  was  so  entitled  and  possessed  as  aforesaid,  the 
defendant,  well  knowing  the  premises,  wrongful!}'  and  unjustly  dis- 
turbed the  plaintiff  in  the  possession,  use,  and  enjoyment  of  his  said 
right  or  liberty,  by  wrongfully  and  unjustly  putting  and  using,  and 
causing  to  be  put  and  used,  divers  boats  on  the  said  canal  for  the  pur- 
poses of  pleasure,  and  by  letting  boats  on  the  said  canal  for  hire,  and 
otherwise  for  the  purposes  of  pleasure.  By  means  of  which  said  prem- 
ises the  plaintiff  was  not  only  greatly  disturbed  in  the  use,  enjoyment, 
and  possession  of  his  said  right  and  liberty,  but  has  also  lost  great 
gains  and  profits  which  he  ought  and  otherwise  would  have  acquired 
from  the  sole  and  exclusive  possession,  use,  and  enjoyment  of  his  said 
right  or  liberty,  and  was  otherwise  greatly  aggrieved  and  prejudiced. 

Pleas.  —  First :  Not  guilt}* ;  secondly :  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  en- 
titled to,  nor  had  he,  nor  was  he  possessed  of,  the  sole  and  exclusive 
right  or  liberty  to  put  or  use  boats  on  the  said  canal  for  the  purposes 
of  pleasure,  nor  to  let  the  said  boats  for  hire  on  the  said  canal  for  the 
purposes  of  pleasure  as  alleged.  —  Issues  thereon. 

At  the  trial,  before  Bramicell,  B.,  at  the  London  Sittings,  after  last 
Hilary  Term,  the  following  facts  appeared :  Under  the  18  Geo.  3,  c.  75, 
the  Company  of  Proprietors  of  the  Basingstoke  Canal  Navigation  were 
incorporated  with  perpetual  succession  and  a  common  seal,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  and  maintaining  a  navigable  canal  from  the  town  of 
Basiugstoke,  in  the  county  of  Southampton,  to  communicate  with  the 
River  Wey  in  the  parish  of  Chertsey,  in  the  county  of  Surrey.  The 
lands  purchased  by  the  Company  of  Proprietors,  under  their  parliament- 
ary powers,  were  by  the  Act  vested  in  the  company. 

By  the  100th  section  of  the  Act  it  is  enacted :  "  That  it  shall  and 
may  be  lawful  for  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  an}-  lands  or  grounds  ad- 
joining to  the  said  canal,  to  use  upon  the  said  canal  any  pleasure  boat 
or  boats,  or  any  other  boat  or  boats,  for  the  purpose  of  husbandry 
only,  or  for  conveying  cattle  from  one  farm,  or  part  of  a  farm  or  lands 
to  any  other  farm  or  lands  of  the  same  owner  or  occupier,  without  in- 
terruption from  the  said  Company  of  Proprietors,  their  successors  or 
assigns,  agent  or  agents,  and  without  paying  any  rate  or  duty  for  the 
same  ;  and  so  as  such  boat  or  boats  be  not  above  seven  feet  in  breadth,  and 
do  not  pass  through  any  lock  to  be  made  on  the  said  navigation,  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  said  Company  of  Proprietors,  their  successors  or 
assigns,  or  be  employed  for  carrying  any  goods,  wares,  or  merchandise 
to  market  or  for  sale,  or  any  person  or  persons  for  hire  ;  and  so  as 
the  same  shall  not  obstruct  or  prejudice  the  said  navigation,  or  the 
towing-paths,  or  obstruct  any  boats  passing  upon  the  said  navigation 
liable  to  pay  the  rates  or  duties  aforesaid ;  and  the  owner  of  all  such 
pleasure  boats  or  other  boats  shall,  in  his  own  lands  or  grounds,  make 
convenient  places  for  such  boats  to  lie  in,  and  shall  not  suffer  them  to 
be  moored  or  remain  upon  the  said  canal." 

The  defendant  was  the  landlord  of  an  inn  at  Aldershot  adjoining  the 
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canal,  and  his  premises  abutted  on  the  canal  bank.  The  plaintiff,  who 
was  a  boat  proprietor,  also  occupied  premises  at  Aldershot  on  the  bank 
of  the  canal,  which  he  held  under  a  demise  from  the  Company  of  Pro- 
prietors, and  by  virtue  of  the  demise  claimed  the  exclusive  right  of  let- 
ting out  pleasure  boats  for  hire  upon  the  canal,  which  was  the  right  the 
defendant  was  alleged  to  have  disturbed. 

The  lease  under  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  this  right  was  dated  the 
29th  of  December,  1860,  and  by  it,  in  consideration  of  the  rents,  cove- 
nants, and  agreements  therein  contained,  the  said  Company  of  Pro- 
prietors demised  to  the  plaintiff,  under  their  common  seal,  for  the  term 
of  seven  years  from  the  24th  of  June,  1860,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  £25, 
"  All  that  piece  or  parcel  of  land  containing  nineteen  poles  or  there- 
abouts, adjoining  Aldershot  wharf,  situate  in  the  parish  of  Aldershot 
aforesaid,  and  the  wooden  cottage  or  tenement,  boat-house,  and  all 
other  erections  now  or  hereafter  being  or  standing  thereon,  &c."  (de- 
scribing the  premises  by  boundaries,  and  by  reference  to  a  plan), 
"  together  with  the  appurtenances  to  the  same  premises  belonging. 
And  also  the  sole  and  exclusive  right  or  liberty  to  put  or  use  boats  on 
the  said  canal,  and  let  the  same  for  hire  for  the  purposes  of  pleasure 
only"  The  lease  contained  various  covenants  framed  with  the  object 
of  preventing  any  interference  by  the  plaintiffs  pleasure  boats  with  the 
navigation  of  the  canal,  and  a  proviso  for  re-entry  for  any  breach  of 
the  covenants. 

The  evidence  of  the  defendant  was  at  variance  with  that  adduced  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff  upon  the  question  whether  the  defendant  had  ever 
let  out  boats  upon  the  canal  for  hire,  in  the  sense  of  a  direct  money 
payment.  The  defendant  did  not  deny  that  he  kept  pleasure  boats, 
and  used  them  upon  the  canal,  but  stated  that  he  kept  them  for  the  use 
of  his  family ;  he  admitted,  however,  that  gentlemen  had  come  from 
time  to  time  to  his  inn  and  used  these  boats  for  fishing  and  bathing. 

The  learned  judge  reserved  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit  or  ver- 
dict for  the  defendant,  and  left  to  the  jury  the  question  whether  the 
defendant  had  obtained  any  pecuniary  advantage  from  the  boats.  The 
jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff:  damages,  a  farthing. 

.fiance,  on  a  former  da}1  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a 
nonsuit  or  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  ground,  first,  that  the  Com- 
pany of  Proprietors  of  the  Basingstoke  Canal  Navigation  had  no  power 
to  grant  the  exclusive  right  claimed  ;  secondly,  that,  if  the  grant  were 
good,  the  action  would  not  lie  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant  for 
the  alleged  infringement  of  the  right :  or  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground 
of  misdirection  by  the  judge  in  directing  the  jury  that  the  defendant 
was  liable  if  he  obtained  any  pecuniar}'  advantage  from  the  boats. 

Garth  and  Holl,  showed  cause. 

JBernard  (with  whom  was  Montagu  Chambers  and  Hance),  ap- 
peared in  support  of  the  rule,  but  was  not  called  upon  to  argue. 

POLLOCK,  C.  B.  We  are  all  of  opinion  that.  th^e_njle_jnjList^beabsolute 
to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  second  pleaT~~ATter  the 
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very  full  argument  wbj^h  haft  tflVoTi  p1"^  T  ilir  i~t  thinll  it  necessary  to 

assign  any  other  reason  for  our  decision,  than  that  the  case  of  Ackroyd 
v.  Smith,  10  C.  B.  164,  expressly  decided  that  it  is  not  competent  to 
create  rights  unconnected  with  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  land,  and^ 
annex  them  to  it  so  as  to  constitute  a  property  in  the  grantee.  This 
grant  merely  operates  as  a  license  or  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  grant- 
ors, and  is  binding  on  them  as  between  themselves  and  the  grantee, 
but  gives  him  no  right  of  action  in  his  own  name  for  any  infringement 
of  the  supposed  exclusive  right  It  is  argued  that,  as  the  owner  of  an 
estate  may  grant  a  right  to  cut  turves,  or  to  fish  or  hunt,  there  is  no 
reason  why  he  may  not  grant  such  a  right  as  that  now  claimed  by  the 
plaintiff.  The  answer  is,  that  the  law  will  not  allow  it.  So  the  law  will 
not  permit  the  owner  of  an  estate  to  grant  it  alternately  to  his  heirs 
male  and  heirs  female.  A  new  species  of  incorporeal  hereditament 
cannot  be  created  at  the  will  and  pleasure  of  the  owner  of  property  ; 
.  but  he  must  be  content  to  accept  the  estate  and  the  right  to  dispose  of 
it  subject  to  the  law  as  settled  b}'  decisions  or  controlled  by  Act  of 
Parliament.  A  grantor  may  bind  himself  by  covenant  to  allow  anyi 
right  he  pleases  over  his  property,  but  he  cannot  annex  to  it  a  new  in- 
cident, so  as  to  enable  the  grantee  to  sue  in  his  own  name  for  an 
infringement  of  such  a  limited  right  as  that  now  claimed. 

MARTIN,  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  grant  is  perfectly  valid 
as  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  Canal  Company  ;  but  in  order  to  sup- 
port this  action,  the  plaintiff  must  establish  that  such  an  estate  or  in- 
terest vested  in  him  that  the  act  of  the  defendant  amounted  to  an 
eviction.  None  of  the  cases  cited  are  at  all  analogous  to  this,  and  some 
authority  must  be  produced  before  we  can  hold  that  such  a  right  can  be 
created.  To  admit  the  right  would  lead  to  the  creation  of  an  infinite 
variety  of  interests  in  land,  and  an  indefinite  increase  of  possible  estates. 
The  only  consequence  is  that,  as  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  Canal 
Company,  he  has  a  perfect  right  to  enjoy  the  advantage  of  the  covenant 
or  contract  ;  and,  if  he  has  been  disturbed  in  the  enjoyment  of  it,  he 
must  obtain  the  permission  of  the  Canal  Company  to  sue  in  their  name. 
The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Ackroyd  v.  Smith,  10 
C.  B.  164,  and  of  Lord  Brougham,  C.,  in  Keppell  v.  Bailey,  2  Myl.  & 
K.  517,  535,  are,  in  the  absence  of  any  case  to  the  contrary,  ample 
authority  for  our  present  decision. 

BRAMWELL,  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  will  only  add,  that  the 
defendant  cannot  have  the  verdict  entered  for  him  on  the  plea  of  not 
guilty,  for  no  leave  was  reserved  at  the  trial  ;  and  the  defendant  could 
only  succeed  on  that  issue  by  obtaining  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of 
misdirection.  The  rule  must  therefore  be  absolute  to  enter  the  verdict 
for  the  defendant  on  the  second  plea,  unless  the  plaintiff  elects  to  be 
nonsuited  ;  but  as  he  can  never  make  a  better  case,  the  better  course 
would  be  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  second  plea. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 

VOL.  II.  —  13 
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GOODRICH  v.  BURBANK. 
SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1866. 

[Reported  12  Allen,  459.] 

FOSTER,  J.  This  action  of  tort  is  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
the  acts  of  the  defendant  on  his  own  land,  who  has  cut  off  a  pipe  b}T 
which  water  was  conducted  from  a  spring  thereon,  and  has  contami- 
nated the  water  which  flowed  through  said  pipe  to  the  plaintiffs  prem- 
ises. The  lot  on  which  the  spring  is  situated  was  part  of  a  farm  owned 
by  Thomas  F.  Plunkett,  and  conveyed  to  the  defendant  by  Plunkett  by 
a  deed  dated  March  27th,  1850,  containing  the  following  clause :  "  Also 
reserving  to  myself,  my  heirs  and  assigns,  the  right  of  taking  so  much 
water  forever  from  the  spring  situate  on  the  lot  last  above  described, 
and  from  which  water  is  now  taken  in  a  pipe  to  supply  the  grounds  of 
W.  H.  T}-ler,  as  now  runs  in  said  pipe,  so  long  as  said  pipe  lasts,  to- 
gether with  the  right  to  replace  the  same  with  a  pipe  of  one  and  one 
quarter  inch  inside  calibre,  and  also  the  right  of  taking  so  much  water 
from  said  spring  as  will  run  in  said  pipe  of  one  and  one  quarter  inch 
calibre,  when  thus  substituted  for  the  present  pipe,  together  with  the 
right  to  enter  and  repair  said  aqueduct  at  all  times,  it  being  understood 
that  I  am  to  pay  such  damages  as  may  be  from  time  to  time  occasioned 
to  the  crops  and  land  by  said  repairs,  and  said  Burbank,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  is  not  to  molest  said  Plunkett,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  in  the  use 
of  the  above  reserved  rights."  At  the  date  of  this  deed,  the  pipe  was 
laid  as  it  now  is  through  the  defendant's  estate,  and  conducted  water 
to  the  premises  of  W.  H.  Tyler.  No  part  of  Plunkett's  remaining  es- 
tate was  then  or  ever  had  been  supplied  with  water  from  this  aqueduct. 
It  is  therefore  improbable  that  the  reservation  was  intended  for  the  ex- 
clusive benefit  thereof.  Plunkett  had  given  to  Tyler  no  right,  but  the 
latter  had  only  a  revocable  license  from  Plunkett's  predecessor  to  the 
use  of  the  aqueduct ;  and  there  is  no  reason  to  suppose  that  Plunkett 
intended  to  annex  the  reservation  to  the  estate  of  a  stranger,  if  that 
were  possible.  The  language  used  is  broad  and  unqualified.  The  right 
is  reserved  to  Plunkett,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  and  not  to  the  assigns  of 
his  remaining  estate.  There  is  no  restriction  as  to  the  place  where  or 
the  purpose  for  which  the  water  might  be  used,  but  only  as  to  the  quan- 
s  tity  reserved.  "We  are  therefore  satisfied  that  Plunkett  intended  to  re- 
tain for  himself,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  a  right,  the  enjoyment  of  which 
-was  limited  to  no  particular  premises,  capable  of  being  used  upon  any 
land  which  he  or  they  nrighlrktrinry-^tfme  acquire,  an  assignable  and  in- 
heritable interest,  not  annexed  to  any  parcel  of  land.  If  the  rules  of 
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law  permit  the  acquisition  of  such  a  right  by  reservation  or  grant,  we 
cannot  doubt  that  it  has  been  effectually  created  in  the  present  instance. 
And  if  so,  it  must  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  present  plaintiff,  who 
has  derived  it  by  warranty  deed  from  Plunkett  through  divers  mesne 
conveyances. 

But  the  defendant  insists  that  such  an  interest  is  a  predial  servitude, 
in  its  nature  inseparably  annexed  to  some  estate,  apart  from  which  it 
cannot  be  enjoyed  ;  that  if  regarded  as  an  easement  in  gross,  it  is  neces- 
sarily of  a  purely  personal  character,  incapable  of  assignment  or  inheri- 
tance, belonging  to  Plunkett  alone  for  his  personal  benefit. 

This  proposition  requires  examination.  There  are  dicta,  perhaps 
authorities,  to  the  effect  that  an  easement  proper,  like  a  way  in  gross, 
cannot  be  created  by  grant,  so  as  to  be  assignable  or  inheritable. 
Washburn  on  Easements,  80.  Ackroyd  v.  /Smith,  10  C.  B.  187.  How- 
ever the  law  may  be  elsewhere,  it  would  be  difficult  to  establish  that 
doctrine  in  this  Commonwealth,  where  it  has  been  held  that  ways  in 
gross  "  ma}*  be  granted  or  may  accrue  in  various  forms  to  one,  his 
heirs  and  assigns  ;  "  White  v.  Crawford,  10  Mass.  188  ;  and  that 
"  the  law  is  settled  in  Massachusetts,  by  a  series  of  decisions,  that  a 
right  of  way  ma}*  be  as  well  created  by  a  reservation  or  exception  in 
the  deed  of  the  grantor,  reserving  or  retaining  to  himself  and  his  heirs 
a  right  of  way  either  in  gross  or  as  annexed  to  lands  owned  by  him  so 
as  to  charge  the  lands  granted  with  such  easement  and  servitude,  as  by 
a  deed  from  the  owner  of  the  land  to  be  charged,  granting  such  way 
either  in  gross  or  as  appurtenant  to  other  estate  of  the  grantee." 
Bowen  v.  Conner,  6  Cush.  137. 

In  the  case  of—  rights  of  profit  a  prendre^it  seenis^t    be  held  uni- 


formly tfrfl.^  if  pnjoyed  Jnconnectionwith  a  certainestate,  the}*  are  re- 
garded  as^asenients  appurtenant  thereto,  but  if  grantedl:o  one  itTgrosis 
they  are  treated^utjni  estate  or  rrrt^resfTnJand^jand^ma}^  be  assignable 
or  inheritable.  Post  v.  Pearsall,  22  Wend.  425  ;  Washburn  on  Ease- 
ments, 7.  The  right  to  take  water  from  a  well  or  spring  is  held  to  be 
an  interest  in  land,  although  not  a  profit  a  prendre,  and  maybe  claimed 
by  custom.  Race  v.  Ward,  4  El.  &  Bl.  702. 


case  which  denies  that  the  right  to_an  aquedjictjnay^  be  so  created  as  to 
exist  indepemlelittylSriiny  particular  parcel  ofjand  own^oTby^tlielgtan;: 
tee  thereof,  andjjejgrjoyed  bjr_hjncamtJbiOiirAu^a-^tn}restate  which-he 
or  the}*  may  own  or  acquire,  and  be  capable  of  assignment  or  convey- 
ance in  gross.  TheTwater  itself  may  not  be  the  subject  of  property, 
but  the'fight  to  take  it  and  to  have  pipes  laid  in  the  soil  of  another  for 
that  purpose,  and  to  enter  upon  the  land  of  another  to  lay,  repair  and 
renew  such  pipes,  is  an  interest  in  the  realty,  assignable,  descendible 
and  devisable.  On  this  subject  the  language  of  Judge  Curtis  is  as  fol- 
lows :  "  I  know  of  no  rule  of  the  common  law  which  prohibits  grants  of 
the  incorporeal  right  to  divert  water  from  being  made  in  gross.  If  I 
have  a  spring,  I  may  sell  the  right  to  take  water  from  it  by  pipes,  to 
one  who  does  not  own  the  land  across  which  the  pipes  are  to  be  carried, 
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and  I  may  either  restrict  the  use  to  a  particular  house,  or  not,  as  I 
please.  ]t  is  true  the  grantee  cannot  make  the  grant  useful  without  ac- 
quiring from  the  owner  of  the  intermediate  land  the  right  to  lay  pipes 
therein,  nor  can  he  use  the  water  in  a  house  until  he  obtains  the  right 
to  possess  that  house.  But  these  ma}*  be  acquired  afterwards.  Incor- 
poreal rights  may  be  inseparably  annexed  to  .a  particular  messuage  or 
tract  of  land,  by  the  grant  which  creates  them,  and  makes  them  incap- 
able of  separate  existence.  But  they  may  also  be  granted  in  gross,  and 
afterwards,  for  purposes  of  enjoyment,  be  annexed  to  a  messuage  or 
land,  and  again  severed  therefrom  by  a  conveyance  of  the  messuage  or 
land,  without  the  right,  or  a  conveyance  of  the  right  without  the  land." 
Lonsdale  Co.  v.  Moies,  21  Law  Rep.  664. 

We  have  many  cases  in  our  own  reports  which  recognize  the  right  to 
take  a  certain  quantity  of  water  from  a  mill  pond  as  a  distinct  and  sub- 
stantive subject  of  grant,  without  restriction  as  to  its  use  at  any  desig- 
nated place.  Rights  of  water  duly  granted  by  deed,  not  appurtenant  to 
any  particular  parcel  of  land,  may  be  used  by  the  owner  at  any  place  or  in 
any  manner,  so  long  as  he  does  not  interfere  with  or  impair  the  rights 
of  others.  De  Witt  v.  Harvey,  4  Gray,  486.  We  are  unable  to  dis- 
tinguish between  the  right  to  take  water  by  a  canal  from  a  pond  for  the 
purposes  of  power,  and  the  right  to  take  it  from  a  spring  in  a  pipe  for 
domestic  purposes,  the  watering  of  cattle,-  to  supply  an  artificial  jet  or 
fountain,  and  to  sell  it  to  others  for  any  uses  they  ma}'  desire  to  make 
of  it. 

In  the  present  case  it  does  not  appear  that  the  change  in  the  direc- 
tion or  location  of  the  pipe  after  it  leaves  the  land  of  the  defendant  has 
increased  the  quantity  of  water  taken  from  the  spring.  We  are  there- 
fore of  opinion  that  this  action  can  be  maintained  ;  and,  the  judge  who 
presided  at  the  trial  in  the  Superior  Court  having  ruled  otherwise,  the 
exceptions  are  sustained. 

W.  H.  Swift  (M.  Wilcox  with  him),  for  the  plaintiff. 

If.  L.  Dawes  (E.  M.  Wood  with  him),  for  the  defendant. 


AMIDON  v.   HARRIS. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1873. 

[Reported  113  Mass.  59.] 

BILL  in  equity  against  Lucian  Harris,  Mary  A.  Harris  his  wife,  and 
Harriet  Bugbee. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  seised  in  fee  of  a  lot  of  land 
with  a  dwelling-house  upon  it  lying  between  the  mansion-house  which 
once  belonged  to  one  Charles  Negus,  deceased,  and  a  lot  called  the 
spring  lot,  which  was  also  once  his  property  ;  that  Negus  sunk  a  well 
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upon  the  spring  lot ;  that  this  well  was  supplied  by  a  spring  which  fur- 
nished water  abundantly  sufficient  to  suppl3'  the  wants  of  Negus's 
estate  and  of  some  six  other  estates  in  the  vicinity ;  that  Negus  con- 
structed an  aqueduct  and  conve}'ed  water  from  the  well  to  his  house, 
and  that  Negus  and  the  plaintiff's  husband,  Rufus  Amidon,  who  was 
then  seised  of  a  life  estate  as  tenant  by  the  curtesj*  in  the  plaintiff's 
land,  and  who  had  since  died,  executed  the  following  indenture : 

"This  indenture  made  and  executed  this  1st  day  of  January^  A.  D. 
1849,  by  and  between  Charles  Negus,  of  Webster,  in  the  county  of 
Worcester  and  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  physician,  of  the  one 
part,  and  Rufus  Amidon,  of  the  same  Webster,  of  the  other  part, 
Witnesseth : 

u  That  whereas  the  said  Negus,  being  the  owner  of  a  certain  spring 
of  water  situated  in  said  Webster,  has  brought  and  is  still  bringing 
water  therefrom  by  means  of  an  underground  pipe  running  from  said 
spring  to  the  premises  now  occupied  by  him  in  said  Webster,  and 
whereas  it  is  his  intention  to  dispose  of  privileges  to  use  said  water  so 
conveyed  as  aforesaid,  to  such  individuals  as  may  desire  to  purchase 
the  same :  And  whereas  the  said  Amidon  is  desirous  of  obtaining  the 
right  of  using  the  said  water  upon  the  premises  of  him  the  said  Amidon, 
situate  in  said  Webster:  Now,  therefore,  the  parties  hereto  have 
mutually  covenanted  and  agreed  as  follows,  to  wit : 

"  First.  The  said  Negus,  for  himself,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  doth 
covenant  and  agree  to  and  with  the  said  Amidon,  that  he,  the  said 
Amidon,  his  heirs  and  assignSr-mfty-at-atty-ttnd  all  times  hereafter,  so 
long  as  water  shall  run  from  said  springJbhiQugh  said  pipe  as  afore- 
said, draw  from  Hrr»--mnin  pipo  nf  cv'ul  TCf>gngj  fl^ap^"rF~?Tgrr*t0^  Upon 

by  the  parties,  srv^muph  water  frsjshallfo?  necessary  for  the  supply 
of  the_family_Qr__familie8  resident  in  the~liouse  now  owned  by  said 

midoiu 

Second.  And  the  said  Amidon  doth  hereby  covenant  and  agree  to 
and  with  the  said  Negus,  that  he  will  pa}'  to  the  said  Negus  for  the 
right  of  water  so  granted  to  him  as  aforesaid,  the  sum  of  fifty  dollars, 
to  be  paid  upon  the  execution  of  this  instrument,  and  that  he  will,  and 
his  heirs  and  assigns  shall,  pay  his  or  their  proportion  of  any  and  all 
expenses  which  may  hereafter  accrue  for  the  repair  of  the  main  pipe, 
the  whole  of  said  expenses  to  be  proportionately  borne  by  all  those  who 
shall  use  the  said  water ;  that  is  to  sa}',  that  at  each  and  every  time 
that  the  main  pipe  shall  become  out  of  repair,  the  expense  of  repairing 
the  same  shall  be  divided  into  as  man\-  equal  parts  as  there  may  be 
houses  supplied  with  water  from  said  main  pipe,  and  the  owner  of  each 
house  shall  pay  one  part. 

"Third.  And  the  said  Amidon  for  himself,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
doth  further  covenant  and  agree  to  and  with  the  said  Negus,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  that  he  or  the}*  will  la}r  down  and  keep  in  repair  at  his  or 
their  own  proper  cost  and  charge  a  branch  pipe  leading  from  said  main 
pipe  to  the  house  of  said  Amidon ;  that  he  and  the}'  will  use  the  said 
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water  so  granted  as  aforesaid  in  an  economical  manner,  and  not  suffer 
the  same  to  be  uselesslj*  wasted  or  extravagantly  expended. 

"  In  witness  whereof,  the  parties  have  hereunto  set  their  hands  and 
seals,  the  da}*  and  j'ear  first  above  written. 

"  Charles  Negus.      [L.  s.] 
"  Rufus  Amidon.      [L.  s.]." 

The  bill  then  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was,  by  conveyance  from  the 
heirs  of  her  husband,  the  owner  of  the  right  granted  to  him  by  this  in- 
denture ;  that  her  husband  laid  a  branch  pipe  from  the  main  pipe  to 
her  house  ;  that  she  and  her  husband  drew  from  the  pipe  all  the  water 
necessary  for  the  house ;  that  they  had  always  paid  their  proper  pro- 
portion of  the  expense  of  repairing  the  main  pipe ;  that  Negus  after- 
wards granted  similar  rights  to  take  water  to  six  other  persons ;  that 
there  was  always  abundance  of  water  for  the  plaintiff  and  the  six  other 
grantees ;  that  Negus  devised  his  mansion-house  estate  to  the  defen- 
dant Mary  A.  Harris;  that  the  spring  lot  had  by  conveyances  (which 
were  set  forth  in  the  bill)  become  the  property  of  the  defendant  Lucian 
Harris ;  that  Lucian  and  MaiT  Harris  had  empowered  the  defendant 
Bugbee  and  others,  who  owned  estates  situated  upon  a  lower  level  than 
the  plaintiff's  estate,  to  extend  the  main  pipe  to  their  estates,  and  had 
thus  enabled  them  to  draw  water  from  the  spring  when  the  plaintiff  and 
the  other  grantees  of  Negus  were  suffering  from  its  want ;  that  for  four 
months  before  the  filing  of  the  bill  the  plaintiff  had  been  almost  wholly 
deprived  of  water,  and  had  been  obliged  to  obtain  a  supply  elsewhere ; 
that  she  had  called  upon  the  defendants  to  desist  from  the  unlawful 
taking  of  the  water,  but  that  they  had  refused,  and  had  threatened  to 
continue  the  taking.  The  bill  prayed  for  an  injunction  and  for  general 
relief. 

The  defendants  demurred  generally,  for  the  want  of  equitj*. 

H.  S.  Staples,  for  the  defendants. 

P.  E.  Aldrich*  for  the  plaintiff. 

ENDICOTT,  J.  This  indenture  conveyed  to  Rufus  Amidon,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  the  right  to  draw  and  take  so  much  water  from  the  main 
pipe  running  from  the  spring  to  the  mansion-house  of  Charles  Negus, 
as  was  or  should  be  necessa^*  for  the  supply  of  the  families  resident  in 
the  house  described  as  owned  by  Amidon.  This  right  was  to  continue 
so  long  as  the  water  should  run  from  the  spring  through  the  main  pipe. 
At  the  date  of  the  indenture  Amidon  did  not  own  the  premises  on 
which  the  house  stood,  but  occupied  them  with  his  wife,  the  present 
plaintiff,  who  then  as  now  held  them  in  fee  in  her  own  right.  The 
defendants,  who  own  the  estate  of  Negus,  subject  to  all  the  rights  con- 
veyed to  Amidon,  contend  that  the  indenture  conveyed  an  easement 
appurtenant  to  the  estate  of  Amidon  in  the  premises ;  and  that,  as  his 
estate  expired  with  his  life,  so  did  the  easement. 

But  we  do  not  think  this  the  true  construction  of  the  indenture,  or 
that  such  was  the  character  of  the  interest  conveyed.  The__mdenture 
conveys  an  easement  in  gross  to  take  a  certain  amount  of  water  from 
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the  pipe.  It  was  assignable  and  inheritable,  to  him,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  and  the  use  was  restricted  to  the  particular  house  now  occu- 
pied by  the  plaintiff.  Such  a  right  ma}'  be  conveyed  without  being 
restricted  to  a  particular  locality  ;  and  its  character  is  not  changed  by 
reason  of  a  restriction  in  that  respect.  A  man—may  purchasesuch 
right  Trcfrf^tH  in  itg  'Jse  to  a  particularj)r>nap.,  or  to  a  particular  pur- 

,  although  he  may  not  own  the  house  or  mill  ; 


he  may  do  this  in  contemplation  of  owning  or  of  building  a  house~of 
mill,  and  when  he  does  so,  the  easement  to  take  the  water  becomes 
annexed  to  the  house  or  mill,  or  in  other  words  may  be  availed  of  to 
the  extent  granted.  Amidon  not  owning  the  fee,  and  the  grant  being 
to  him,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  affords  a  presumption  that  it  was  not 
intended  to  terminate  the  easement  with  his  estate  in  the  premises,  but 
that  it  was  intended  it  should  pass  tp  his  heirs  and  assigns,  who  could 
enjoy  it  only  so  far  as  they  could  properly  and  legally  annex  it  to  the 
premises.  The  conve}'ance  of  the  easement  by  the  heirs  of  Amidon  to 
the  plaintiff  gives  her  the  power  of  enjoyment,  and  she  can  enforce  any 
rights  to  the  water  which  Amidon  could  have  enforced.  Goodrich  v. 
Burbank,  12  Allen,  459;  Lonsdale  Co.  v.  Moses,  21  Law  Reporter, 
658,  664;  Hankey  v.  Clark,  110  Mass.  262. 

The  easement  being  created  by  indenture  with  mutual  covenants 
binding  upon  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  both  parties,  the  part}'  entitled  to 
enjoy  it  at  the  place  designated  ma}'  maintain  an  action  for  its  dis- 
turbance. For  all  purposes  of  enjoyment  and  of  maintaining  the  right 
to  enjoy,  it  is  annexed  to  the  plaintiff's  estate,  and  is  a  charge  upon  the 
lands  of  the  defendants.  White  v.  Crawford,  10  Mass.  183,  188  ; 
Bowen  v.  Conner,  6  Cush.  132,  137.  It  is  too  well  established  to 
require  an  extended  consideration  of  the  authorities,  that  a  grantor  has 
no  right  to  derogate  from  his  own  grant,  and  that  there  is  always  an 
implied  covenant  that  he  will  do  no  act  to  interfere  with,  prevent  or 
diminish  the  full  enjoyment  of  the  right  granted.  Dexter  v.  Manley,  4 
Cush.  14.  It  is  misfeasance  in  a  grantor  to  defeat  the  grant  by  a 
voluntary  act  on  his  part.  The  distinction  was  taken  in  an  early  case 
between  the  disturbance  on  the  part  of  a  grantor,  b}'  his  own  act,  of  an 
easement  conveyed  b}'  him,  and  an  alleged  failure  on  his  part  to  do 
some  act,  which  not  being  done,  the  easement  became  worthless.  As 
where  the  grantor  of  a  way  or  a  watercourse,  or  the  right  to  draw  water 
at  a  pump,  cannot  stop  the  way  or  the  watercourse,  or  remove  or  de- 
stroy the  pump,  but  is  not  bound  to  keep  them  in  repair.  Pomfret  v. 
Ricroft,  1  Saund.  321.  B}'  such  act  the  grantor  attempts  to  exercise 
control  over  the  thing  granted,  in  derogation  of  his  grant,  in  viola- 
tion of  the  implied  covenant  that  the  grantee  may  enjoy  it  as  against 
him.  As  when  one  covenants  that  another  shall  have  a  certain  amount 
of  wood  annually,  and  the  covenantor  destroys  all  the  wood,  an  action 
lies  against  him.  And  when  a  lessee  covenanted  that  at  the  seasons  for 
burning  lime  he  would  supply  the  lessor  with  lime  at  a  certain  price, 
it  was  held  there  was  an  implied  covenant  that  he  would  burn  lime 
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at  all  such  seasons,  and  that  it  was  no  defence  that  at  one  season  no 
lime  was  burned,  so  that  the  lessor  could  not  be  supplied.  Shrewsbury 
v.  Gould,  2  B.  &  Aid.  487 ;  Sampson  v.  Easterly,  9  B.  &  C.  505 ; 
Saltoun  v.  Houstoun,  1  Bing.  433. 

Applying  these  priuciples  to  the  present  case,  it  is  clear,  in  the 
absence  of  a  distinct  provision  to  the  contrary,  that  there  is  an  implied 
covenant  in  the  first,  second  and  third  clauses  of  the  indenture,  that 
Amidon,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  shall  have  the  right,  as  long  as  the 
water  runs  in  the  main  pipe,  to  draw  a  sufficient  supply  for  the  fami- 
lies occupying  the  house  of  the  plaintiff,  without  any  disturbance  by 
Negus  or  those  claiming  under  him.  The  words,  "  so  much  water  as 
ma}*  be  necessary  for  the  supply,"  &c.,  &c.,  are  not  to  be  construed  as 
merely  a  restriction  on  its  use  by  the  grantor,  as  contended  by  the 
defendants.  They  determine  the  extent  of  the  use,  apply  to  the 
grantor  as  well  as  the  grantee,  and  indicate  the  measure  of  the  rights 
of  both  parties.  While  the  grantee  ma}*  not  use  more  than  is  required 
for  the  supply  of  the  house,  the  grantor  cannot  limit  or  restrict  the 
supply  below  that  quantity.  The  words  of  a  covenantor,  or  of  a 
grantor,  are  to  be  construed  more  strictly  as  against  himself.  If  by 
any  act  of  Negus,  or  those  claiming  his  estate,  the  supply  is  stopped  or 
materially  diminished,  an  action  will  lie.  Nor  is  it  necessary  that  the 
act  should  be  done  by  the  owner  in  person.  It  is  no  less  the  act  of  the 
owner,  when  done  by  another  acting  under  his  permission  or  authority  ; 
and  the  granting  permission  by  an  oral  agreement  to  Bugbee  to  draw 
the  water  as  alleged,  and  thereby  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  the  enjoy- 
ment of  the  easement,  is  a  breach  of  the  covenants  of  the  indenture  by 
the  defendants. 

But  the  defendants  contend  that,  even  assuming  this  to  be  the  law, 
there  is  a  recital  in  the  preamble  which,  properly  construed,  enables 
them  to  grant  similar  privileges  without  limit,  whatever  may  be  the 
consequences  to  the  plaintiff.  In  the  preamble  Negus  recites  that  "  it 
is  his  intention  to  dispose  of  privileges  to  use  said  water  so  conveyed 
as  aforesaid  to  such  individuals  as  may  desire  to  purchase  the  same." 
It  is  not  necessary  to  consider  how  far  these  words  of  recital  in  the 
preamble  can  control  the  covenants,  which  are  necessarily  implied  from 
the  express  covenants  entered  into  by  the  grantor  in  the  main  body  of 
the  instrument,  because  we  do  not  think  they  have  the  meaning  con- 
tended for,  or  were  intended  as  a  reservation  to  the  grantor  to  the 
extent  of  impairing  the  privilege  of  the  grantee  and  derogating  from 
and  making  worthless  his  grant,  which  is  elsewhere  given  in  clear  and 
decisive  words.  The  right  of  Negus  to  sell  similar  privileges  to  others 
is  not  derived  from  this  recital  in  the  preamble.  He  has  that  right 
independently  of  the  indenture  to  sell  all  that  he  had  not  therein 
granted.  He  need  not  give  notice  of  this  to  his  grantee ;  he  sells  to 
him  a  limited  quantity,  and  may  sell  and  dispose  of  the  surplus  as  he 
pleases.  The  statement  was  not  made  to  reserve  anything  to  himself, 
but  evidently  for  another  purpose.  At  the  close  of  the  second  clause, 
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Amiclon  agrees  to  pay  his  proportion  of  the  cost  of  repairing  the  main 
pipe,  with  others  who  may  have  similar  privileges  to  use  the  water  with 
him.  Amidon  being  the  first  grantee,  it  was  proper,  in  order  to  make 
this  provision  intelligible,  that  the  preamble  should  state  the  facts  that 
other  similar  privileges  were  to  be  conveyed,  and  that  when  conveyed, 
each  house  should  bear  one  part  of  such  expense.  This  provision  for 
keeping  in  repair  has  also  a  strong  bearing  upon,  and  indicates  the 
understanding  of  the  parties  that  the  benefits  derived  from  the  convey- 
ance by  Amidon  were  not  to  be  diminished  by  the  later  conveyances  ; 
for  it  cannot  be  presumed  from  doubtful  words  inserted  in  a  preamble, 
that  Amidon  would  covenant  to  keep  the  main  pipe  in  repair,  in  con- 
nection with  other  grantees,  if  the  grantor  could  by  increasing  the  num- 
ber indefinitely  render  his  grant  worthless.  This  seems  to  have  been 
the  practical  construction  put  upon  the  agreement  by  the  parties  in  the 
lifetime  of  Negus,  as  he  made  similar  conveyances  to  seven  persons 
only,  the  last  of  which  was  made  in  1856,  and  there  was  sufficient 
water  for  all,  until  the  permission  was  given  to  Bugbee  to  take  the 
water. 

We  think,  therefore,  the  bill  can  be  maintained,  if  the  plaintiff  can 
establish  the  facts  set  forth.  Demurrer  overruled. 


BOATMAN  y.  LASLEY. 

SUPREME  COURT  OF  OHIO.     1873. 

[Reported  23  Ohio  St.  614.] 

MOTION  for  leave  to  file  a  petition  in  error  to  the  District  Court  of 
Gallia  county. 

The  original  action  was  brought  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of 
Gallia  county  by  Matthew  Lasley  against  Isaac  Boatman  and  wife,  to 
foreclose  a  mortgage  executed  by  the  defendants  to  secure  the  pa3-ment 
of  purchase-mone}"  of  the  lands  mortgaged.  The  mortgaged  premises 
had  been  conveyed  by  the  plaintiff  to  defendant,  Isaac  Boatman,  on  the 
loth  of  March,  1870,  by  a  deed  containing  a  covenant  that  the  demised 
premises  were  free  and  clear  of  all  incumbrances.  The  defendant  an- 
swered, and  by  way  of  counter-claim,  alleged  damages  resulting  from  a 
breach  of  this  covenant  against  incumbrances.  The  alleged  incum- 
brance  consisted  of  a  private  right  of  way  over  the  warranted  premises, 
outstanding  at  the  date  of  the  conve}-ance  in  one  Alexander  Logue. 
This  right  of  way  had  been  granted  by  deed,  on  the  7th  day  of  June, 
1862,  by  the  warrantor,  to  "  Logue,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  and  the  ten- 
ants or  occupiers  for  the  time  being  of  the  lands  now  (then)  owned  and 
occupied  by  the  said  Alexander  Logue,  in  section  15,  town  5,  of  range 
14,  in  the  Ohio  Company's  Purchase."  It  is  also  alleged  in  the  answer, 
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that,  before  the  loth  of  March,  1870  (the  date  of  the  covenant),  said 
Logue  had  conveyed  his  lands  in  section  15,  town  5,  of  range  14,  in 
the  Ohio  Company's  Purchase,  to  one  George  W.  Roush.  It  is  not 
alleged,  however,  that  Logue,  at  the  time  the  right  of  way  over  the 
warranted  premises  was  granted  to  him  by  the  plaintiff,  was  the  owner 
or  occupier  of  any  land  in  said  section  15,  or  elsewhere,  nor  is  it  alleged 
that  the  right  of  way  complained  of  became  appendant  or  appurtenant 
to  any  land  whatever,  or  that  said  Roush  had  any  interest  in  said  right 
of  way. 

The  plaintiff,  in  his  reply,  denied  that  Roush  had  an  easement  or 
right  of  way  on  the  premises  granted  to  the  defendant,  and  also  denied 
that  the  defendant  had  sustained  any  damage  by  reason  of  the  right  of 
way  complained  of. 

The  cause  was  submitted  to  a  jury,  who  assessed  the  defendant's 
damages,  by  reason  of  the  existence  of  the  right  of  way,  at  $100,  which 
sum  was  deducted  from  the  mortgage  debt,  and  decree  entered  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff  for  the  balance. 

During  the  trial  the  defendant  took  a  bill  of  exceptions,  from  which 
it  appears  that  the  defendants  offered  in  evidence  the  deed  for  the  right 
of  way  from  Lasley  to  Logue,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached,  marked 
"  A."  The}-  also  gave  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  said  right  of  way 
was  still  in  the  occupation  of  said  Alexander  Logue,  and  those  claim- 
ing under  him,  who  were  then  occupj'ing  the  lands  to  which  said  right 
of  way  was  intended  to  be  made  appendant.  "And  the  plaintiff,  to 
maintain  the  issue  on  his  part,  gave  evidence  tending  to  show  that  at 
the  time  said  deed  of  right  of  way  was  executed  by  him  to  Alexander 
Logue,  the  said  Logue  did  not  own  the  land  to  which  the  right  of  way 
was  intended  to  be  appendant,  and  that  said  Logue  had,  prior  to  the 
execution  of  the  deed  of  right  of  way,  conveyed  said  lands  to  one 
George  W.  Roush." 

The  evidence  being  closed,  the  court  charged  the  jury  as  follows : 
"  If  the  jurj'  shall  find  from  the  evidence  that  at  the  date  of  the  deed 
made  by  Lasley  to  Logue,  marked  '  A,'  the  said  Alexander  Logue, 
grantee  therein,  was  not  the  owner  in  fee  or  otherwise  of  some  real 
estate  adjoining  the  farm  through  which  said  right  of  way  is  granted,  or 
situate  in  the  neighborhood,  so  that  said  right  of  way  maj*  become 
appurtenant  to  the  same,  then  the  said  deed  conveys  a  right  of  way 
J  personal  to  himself  alone,  —  one  which  cannot  descend  to  his  heirs, 
and  one  which  he  cannot  assign  or  release  to  another  person,  except 
such  other  person  be  the  owner  of  the  farm  through  which  said  way  was 
granted." 

The  judgment  of  the  Common  Pleas  was  afterward,  on  petition  in 
error,  affirmed  by  the  District  Court  of  Gallia  county. 

Leave  is  now  asked  to  file  a  petition  in  error  in  this  court  to  reverse 
the  judgment  below,  for  alleged  error  in  the  charge  to  the  jury  as 
above  set  forth. 

Joseph  Bradbury,  for  the  motion. 
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TF!  H.  Lasley,  contra. 

MclLVAiNE,  J.  -fe^ajprivate  right  of  way 

in_gTOSS,  SUCh  an 

ormaytm  assigiigdl^jhegrantee  to  one  who  has  no  interest  in  the 
Jaa4-?  —  T-hese-are  the  only  questions  in  this  case.  If  such  a  right  be 
inheritable  or  assignable,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  erred  in  its 
charge  ;  otherwise  there  is  no  error  in  the  record. 

The  terms  of  the  deed  from  Lasley  to  Logue  plainly  import  an  inten- 
tion to  make  the  right  of  wa\-  therein  granted  appendant  and  appurte- 
nant to  other  lands,  but  the  record  does  not  disclose  either  the  facts  or 
the  law  given  to  the  jury,  whereby  it  could  determine  whether  or  not 
that  intention  was  accomplished.  It  simply  shows  that  the  jury  was  in- 
structed that  if  the  right  of  way  granted  did  not  and  could  not,  under 
the  circumstances,  become  appurtenant  to  lands  other  than  those  over 
which  it  was  granted,  then  it  was  a  mere  personal  right  in  the 
grantee,  which  could  not  be  inherited  from  him,  or  transferred  by  him 
to  a  stranger. 

The  correctness  of  this  instruction  does  not  depend  upon  a  construc- 
tion of  the  deed  by  which  it  was  granted,  for  the  terms  of  the  grant  are 
"•  to  Alexander  Logue,  his  heirs  and  assigns."  The  real  question  is, 
whether  or  not  a  private  right  of  way  in  gross  is,  in  law,  capable  of 
being  transferred  or  transmitted. 

It  is  strongly  insisted  upon,  in  argument,  that  a  right  of  way  in  gross 
may  be  conveyed  to  the  grantee  "  and  to  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever," 
because  an  owner  in  fee  may  carve  out  of  his  estate  any  interest  less 
than  the  whole  and  dispose  of  the  less  estate  absolutely  ;  and  this  be- 
cause the  power  to  dispose  of  the  whole  estate  includes  a  power  to  dis- 
pose of  any  part  of  it. 

This  argument  assumes  the  affirmative  of  the  very  question  in  con- 
troversy, to  wit,  that  such  a  right  of  way  is  an  interest  or  estate  in  the. 
land. 

A  mere  pnTrprl  right  fn  pass  and  repass  ovejLJbe_Jand  of  another,  a^ 
use  which  excludes  all  participation  in  thp  profito-^f-^ib^lanH.,  is  not,  in 
any  proper  sense,  an  interest-or-estale  in  the  land  itselfi  —  Such—  a_4^ht 
is  in  its  nature  personaU-it  attttebea^  itself  to  thejjerson  of  him  to 
whom  it  is  granted^  aad  ra«sfr-4ie  mtk_  the__pej-son. 


If  such  right  be  an  inheritable  estate,  how  will  the  heirs  take  ?  In 
severally,  in  joint  tenancy,  coparcenary,  or  as  tenants  in  common  ?  If 
not  in  severalty,  how  can  their  interests  be  severed  ? 

If  it  be  assignable,  what  limit  can  be  placed  on  the  power  of  aliena- 
tion? To  whom  and  to  how  man}*  ma}-  it  be  transferred?  Why  not  to 
the  public  at  large,  and  thus  convert  into  a  public  way  that  which  was 
intended  to  be  a  private  and  exclusive  way  only  ? 

Where  the  way  is  appendant  or  appurtenant  to  other  lands,  very 
different  considerations  arise.  There  the  right  attaches  to  the  lands  to 
which  the  way  is  appurtenant,  because  it  is  granted  for  the  convenience 
of  their  occupation  without  respect  to  the  ownership  or  number  of  occu- 
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pants.  In  such  case  the  right  of  way  passes  with  the  dominant  estate 
as  an  incident  thereto.  A  right  of  way  appendant  cannot  be  converted 
into  a  way  in  gross,  nor  can  a  way  in  gross  be  turned  into  a  way 
appendant. 

A  ve^^aarkgd  distinction  alaajjxists  between  a  way  in  gross  and  an 
— -easement  of  profit  a  prendre;s\ivh  as  the  right.  t.n  pnter  npnn  the  lands 
of  anot&eiy-ajidjrempve  gravel  or  other  majtenalsjjjerefrom.  The  latter 
so  fSM^partakejoTthe  nature  of  an  estatejn_the  lamTttself,  as  to  be 
treated  a*-AnJnHeritable  and  assignable  interestT^^P^^  v.  PearsalL 
22  Wend.  432. 

Both  upon  principle  and  authority,  we  think  there  was  no  error  in  the 
charge  of  the  court  below.  Mr.  Washburn  in  his  work  on  Easements, 
page  8,  par.  11,  states  the  law  upon  this  subject  as  follows:  "  A  man 
may  have  a  way  in  gross  over  another's  land,  but  it  must,  from  its 
nature,  be  a  personal  right  not  assignable  or  inheritable  ;  nor  can  it  be 
made  so  by  any  terms  in  the  grant,  any  more  than  a  collateral  and 
independent  contract  can  be  made  to  run  with  the  land."  See  also 
Ackroyd  v.  Smith,  10  C.  B.  164;  Garrison  v.  Rudd,  19  111.  558; 
Post  v.  Pea-nail,  22  Wend.  432 ;  Woolrych  on  Ways,  20 ;  2  Black. 
Com.  35  ;  3  Kent's  Com.  420,  512.  Leave  refused. 


SECTION  III. 

NATURE   AND  EXTENT  OF  EASEMENTS. 

NOTE.  —  Speaking  generally,  one  estate  of  fee  simple  in  a  corporeal  hereditament  is 
like  any  other  estate  of  fee  simple  in  a  corporeal  hereditament,  but  the  number  of  dif- 
ferent easements  which  may  be  appurtenant  to  land  is  indefinite;  that  is,  the  nature 
of  an  easement  is  dependent  upon  the  circumstances  attending  its  creation.  It  is  not 
easy  to  determine  what  matters  belong  properly  under  this  section  as  concerning  the 
nature  and  extent  of  easements,  and  what  in  the  following  book  as  touching  the  cre- 
ation of  interests.  The  line  of  distinction  which  has  been  followed  is  this  :  Cases  in 
which  the  existence  of  an  easement  was  admitted,  but  in  which  its  extent  only  was  in 
question,  have  been  placed  here  ;  while  cases  in  which  the  existence  of  any  easement 
at  all  was  disputed  have  been  postponed  to  the  following  book. 

Easements  are  of  two  kinds  :  the  first  comprises  those  easements  which  limit  natural 
rights  ;  the  second,  other  easements.  The  first  includes  the  right  to  pollute  the  air 
with  smoke,  etc.,  or  to  fill  it  with  noise  ;  the  right  to  withdraw  support  from  land  ;  the 
right  to  divert,  dam  back,  or  pollute  water.  See  an  instance  of  this  last  in  Baxendale 
v.  McMurray,  L.  R.  2  Ch.  790.  Easements  of  this  class  seem  to  present  few  difficult 
questions  of  general  importance.  On  the  cognate  subject  of  the  Mill  Acts,  see  Head 
v.  Amoskeag  Co.,  113  U.  S.  9. 

A.  Light. 

NOTE.  — There  are  many  cases  in  the  English  books  on  the  extent  of  easements  of 
light  acquired  by  prescription  or  by  implication  ;  but  as,  generally,  in  the  United 
States,  such  easements  can  be  acquired  only  by  express  grant,  it  does  not  seem  de- 
sirable to  give  many  of  those  cases  here.  See  also  E,  under  this  section,  infra. 
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STACEY. 


NISI  PRIUS.     1826. 


C.  &  P.  465.] 

THIS  was  an  issue  directed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  to  try,  first,  ^-^^ 
whether  the  ancient  lights  of  the  plaintiff  in  his  dwelling-house  in  the 
city  of  Norwich  had  been  illegally  obstructed  by  a  certain  building  of 
the  defendant ;  and,  secondly,  If  the  first  issue  should  be  found  in  the 
affirmative,  what  damage  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  in  respect  of  the 


injury. 

A  great  many  witnesses,  including  several  surveyors  of  eminence, 
were  examined  on  both  sides ;  and  it  was  evident  that  the  quantity  of 
light  previously  enjoyed  by  the  plaintiff  had  been  diminished  bj'  the 
building  in  question.  Under  these  circumstances,  it  was  contended  for 
the  plaintiff  that  he  was,  at  all  events,  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  the  first 
issue,  any  obstruction  of  ancient  lights  being  wrongful  and  illegal. 

Storks,  Robinson,  and  Molfe,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Kdly  and  Gunning,  for  the  defendant. 

BEST,  C.  J.,  told  the  jury,  who  had  viewed  the  premises,  that  the 
were  to  judge  rather  from  their  own  ocular  observation,  than  from  the 
testimony  of  any  witnesses,  however  respectable,  of  the  degree  of  dimi- 
nution which  the  plaintiffs  ancient  lights  had  undergone,  It  was  not 
sufficient,  to  constitute  an  illegal  obstruction,  that  the  plaintiff  had,  in 
fact,  less  light  than  before ;  nor  that  his  warehouse  —  the  part  of  his 
house  principally  affected  —  could  not  be  used  for  all  the  purposes  to 
which  it  might  otherwise  have  been  applied.  In  order  to  give  a  right  of 
action,  and  sustain  the  issue,  there  must  be  a  substantial  privation  of 
light,  sufficient  to  render  the  occupation  of  the  house  uncomfortable, 
and  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  carrying  on  his  accustomed  business 
(that  of  a  grocer)  on  the  premises,  as  beneficially  as  he  had  formerly 
done.  His  Lordship  added,  that  it  might  be  difficult  to  draw  the  line, 
but  the  jury  must  distinguish  between  a  partial  inconvenience  and  a 
real  injury  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  premises. 

The  jury  found  for  the  defendant  on  both  issues? 

1  See  Wells  v.  Ody,  7  C.  &  P.  410  ;  Arcedeckne  v.  Kelk,  2  Giff.  683  ;  Clarke  v. 
Clark,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  16. 

"  It  must  not  be  forgotten  that  whatever  observations  fell  from  Lord  Eldon  in  the 
case  of  Attorney -General  v.  Nichol,  16  Ves.  338,  343,  or  from  Lord  Westbury  in  Jack- 
son v.  Duke  of  Newcastle,  3  D.  J.  &  S.  275,  the  settled  law  is  now  as  laid  down  in  Back 
v.  Stacey,  2  Car.  &  P.  466,  with  the  slight  alteration  (as  the  Vice-Chancellor  "Wood 
points  out,  Law  Rep.  2  Eq.  245)  of  the  single  word  'or'  for  'and.'  With  that  alter- 
ation the  law  stands  thus  :  '  In  order  to  give  a  right  of  action,  and  sustain  the  issue, 
there  must  be  a  substantial  privation  of  light  sufficient  to  render  the  occupation  of  the 
house  uncomfortable  or  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  carrying  on  his  accustomed  busi- 
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B.    Support  and  Party  Walls. 

NOTE.  —  See  the  note  on  p.  204,  ante.  What  is  there  said  of  easements  of  light  in 
the  United  States,  is  probably  true  of  easements  of  support.  See  also  E  and  F  under 
this  section,  infra. 


MATTS   v.   HAWKINS. 

COMMON  PLEAS.     1813. 

[Reported  5  Taunt.  20.] 

THE  plaintiff  declared  in.trespass,  for  that  the  defendant  broke  and 
entered  his  close  in  St.  Giles's  in  tne  Jfields,  and  pulled  down  and  de- 
$8  U  stroyed  a  certain  part  of  a  certain  wall  of  the  plaintiff's  which  he  was 
erecting  on  the  said  piece  of  ground,  and  prevented  his  building  the 

'  /-ness  (that  of  a  grocer)  on  the  premises  as  beneficially  as  he  had  formerly  done.'     That 
"7  is  necessary  in  order  to  get  damages  at  law.     Whether  it  was  always  so,  I  am  by  no 
means  sure.     If  that  is  necessary  to  get  damages  at  law,  those  are  the  very  circum- 
stances  which  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  an  injunction  in  equity,  subject  to  this,  that  the 
damages  must  be  substantial,  though  one  can  hardly  conceive  a  case  in  which,  if  the 
doctrine  of  Back  v.  Stacey  is  well  founded  (and  I  believe  it  is),  the  tenant  in  possession 
1^  would  not  get  substantial  damages.     The  only  case  in  which  I  conceive  there  would  be 

'/>?V~]      damages  not  substantial,  would  be  the  case  of  a  reversion  er  who  would  not  sustain  any 
immediate  damage,  and  who  might  bring  an  action  to  try  the  right.     Then  Vice-Chan- 
ood  says  ( Law  Rep.  2  Eq.  246)  :  '  Having  arrived  at  this  conclusion  with  regard 
to  the  remedy  which  would  exist  at  law,  we  are  met  with  the  further  difficulty,  that  in 
equity  we  must  not  always  give  relief  (it  was  so  laid  down  by  Lord  Eldon  and  by  Lord 
Westbury)  where  there  would  be  relief  given  at  law.     Having  considered  it  in  every 
possible  way,  I  cannot  myself  arrive  at  any  other  conclusion  than  this  :  that  where 
substantial  damages  would  be  given  at  law,  as  distinguished  from  some  small  sum  of 
/    j-T\^A    ^5>  j£10,  or  £20,  this  court  will  interpose  ;  and  on  this  ground,  that  it  cannot  be  con- 
"  ,J-j)   tended  that  those  who  are  minded  to  erect  a  building  that  will  inflict  an  injury  upon 
a  •'^"ntheir  neighbor  have  a  right  to  purchase  him  out  without  any  Act  of  Parliament  for  that 
In,  W&-X&- purpose  having  been  obtained.' 

"It  seems  to  me  that  that  gives  a  reasonable  rule,  whatever  the  law  may  have  been 
in  former  times.     As  I  understand  it,  the  rule  now  is  —  and  I  shall  so  decide  in  future, 
vtjnless  in  the  mean  time  the  Appeal  Court  shall  decide  differently  —  that  wherever  an 
action  can  be  maintained  at  law,  and  really  substantial  damages,  or  perhaps  I  should 
say  considerable  damages  (for  some  people  may  say  that  £20  is  substantial  damages), 
.  JT\     can  be  recovered  at  law,  there  the  injunction  ought  to  follow  in  equity  :  generally,  not 
^  €JV~TJ  '^'universally,  because  I  have  something  to  add  upon  that  subject.     In  this  case  I  do  not 
ft-&^_^  think  that  anybody  would  doubt  the  damages  would  be  substantial.     The  obstruction 
[  if       wou^  iQ  fact  destroy  the  use  of  the  room  altogether  ;  it  would  so  darken  it  that 
x£M ,r*~^_perhaps  it  might  be  used  for  a  cellar,  or  a  similar  purpose  where  no  light  was  required  ; 
»U     r  .but  for  ordinary  purposes  it  would  destroy  the  use  of  the  room."  — Per  SIR  GEORGE 
'r'jLf  JESSEL,  M.  R.,  in  AynsUy  v.  Glover,  L.  R.  18  Eq.  544,  552  (1874). 

On  *ne  supposed  rule  of  45°  as  the  limit  of  what  constitutes  an  obstruction,  see 
Beadel  v.  Perry,  L.  R.  3  Eq.  465  ;  City  of  London  Brewery  Co.  v.  Tennant,  L.  R.  9 
ph.  tygiffatJcett  v.  Eaiss,  L.  R.  20  Eq.  494  ;  Thecd  v.  Debenham,  2  Ch.  D.  165. 
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same,  whereby  he  was  prevented  from  enjoying  the  land  so 
as  he  might  have  done,  and  was  put  to  expense  in  endeavoring  to  re- 
build it.  There  was  another  count  for  breaking  a  wall  of  the  plaintiffs,, 
and  taking  away  the  materials,  and  other  counts  for  pulling  it  down  a//2/O  /i 
second  time,  when  the  plaintiff  had  rebuilt  it.  The  defendant  pleaded'  ^e^°^ 
the  general  issue.  Upon  the  trial  of  this  cause,  at  the  Westminster 
sittings  after  Michaelmas  Term,  1812,  before  Mansfield,  C.  J.,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  defendant  was  the  owner  of  a  piece  of  waste  ground  in 
Charles  Street,  Drury  Lane,  whereon  formerly  stood  a  public-house 
called  the  Bull's  Head,  which  had  been  pulled  down  about  ten  j-ears 
since,  and  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  a  workshop,  which  stood  on 
ground  on  the  west  side  of  the  defendant's  ground,  and  next  adjoining 
thereto,  and  abutting  thereon.  The  eastern  wall  of  the  plaintiff's  prem- 
ises had  therefore  been  the  western  boundar}'  of  the  defendant's  house, 
the  Bull's  Head,  before  it  was  pulled  down,  and  the  defendant  had 
since  built  a  shed  against  it  on  his  side.  The  plaintiff  had,  without 
any  communication  with  the  defendant,  begun  to  raise  this  wall  higher 
than  it  had  formerly  been,  for  the  purpose  of  adding  to  the  buildings  on 
his  side,  when  the  defendant  thought  proper  to  pull  it  down  to  its  former 
height.  The  witnesses  proved  that  the  wall  was  a  proper  party  fence- 
wall  between  the  two  buildings,  and  had  been  built  about  twentj'-five 
years  before  at  the  joint  expense  of  both  proprietors,  and  that  it  stood 
on  the  boundary  line,  so  that  part  of  the  wall  was  on  the  ground  of 
each  proprietor.  The  defendant  .contended-,  that  as  no  notice  had  been 
given  to  him  under  the  Building  Act,  14  G.  3,  c.  78,  as  required  t)y 
§  38,  of  its  being  out  of  repair,  and  of  the  plaintiff's  intention  to  repair 
or  rebuild  it,  he  had  no  right  to  add  to  it  or  meddle  with  it ;  and  also 
that  the  defendant  was  tenant  in  common  with  the  plaintiff  of  the  wall, 
and  therefore  no  action  of  trespass  could  be  supported  b}*  the  plaintiff 
against  his  companion  for  pulling  down  the  common  property.  The 
jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  with  40s.  damages,  Mansfield, 
C.  J.,  reserving  this  point ;  upon  which 

Best,  Serjt.,  in  Hilary  Term,  1813,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  Q , 
the  verdict  and  enter  a  nonsuit,  when  GIBBS,  J.,  observed,  that  the   _c 
title  he  contended  for,  would  not  avail  the  defendant ;  he  must  contend 
he  was  joint-tenant,  if  he  hoped  to  succeed  in  the  argument. 

Shepherd,  Serjt.,  showed  cause. 

Best,  contra. 

MANSFIELD,  C.  J.     If  these  parties  are  tenants  in  common,  no 
pass  lies  ;  but  I  see  not  how  they  became  tenants  in  common.     Under 
the  circumstances,  each  has  £  right  to  the  use  of  this  wall ;"  but  the  /;~ 
wall  stands,  part  on  the  ground  of  each,  and  therefore  is  not  the  prop-  ^    <  c 

erty  of  them  as  tenants  in  common ;  and  each  part}',  for  any  injury 
done  to  the  part  which  stands  on  his  own  land,  must  have  the  ordinary 
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HEATH,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     It  is  truly  said  for  the 
fendant,  that  the  building  ensues  the  nature  of  the  tenure  of  the  land  ; 
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there  must  be  a  conveyance  to  pass  the  property  of  the  soil ;  it  will  not 
pass  by  parol  agreement.  Here  is  no  tenancy  in  common.  Lord  Mans- 
field said,  if  a  man  lets  another  build  on  his  land,  it  shall  be  pronounced 
a  gift ;  but  he  never  went  further  than  that.  [GIBBS,  J.,  seemed  to 
doubt  if  that  doctrine  could  be  supported.] 

CHAMBRE,  J.  At  common  law,  no  action  of  waste  lay  by  one  tenant 
against  another ;  that  action  was  given  by  the  Statute  of  Westminster 
the  second.  The  same  reasons  that  prevented  a  tenant  in  common  from 
maintaining  waste  at  common  law,  equally  hinder  him  from  maintain- 
ing trespass ;  the  question  then  is,  whether  these  persons  are  tenants 
in  common.  Now  the  Statute  which  gives  each  partjr  certain  rights  in 
a  wall  built  in  this  way,  does  not  make  it  a  common  property ;  it  only 
confers  on  each  a  right  to  use  it  for  certain  purposes.  There  is  no 
transfer  of  property  here,  and  the  parties  are  severallj-  owners  of  their 
respective  land  as  before. 

GIBBS,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Trespass  lies  not  b}-  one  ten- 
ant in  common  against  another  tenant  in  common.  The  onty  remain- 
ing question  is,  whether  these  parties  are  tenants  in  common.  How 
are  they  such?  One  is  owner  of  the  land  on  which  one  half  of  the 
wall  is  erected,  and  the  other  is  owner  of  the  land  on  which  the 
other  half  of  the  wall  is  erected  at  their  joint  expense ;  and  under 
the  Building  Act,  each  is  entitled  to  certain  easements  in  the  wall 
on  the  land  of  the  other.  If  they  are  tenants  in  common,  either  may 
sue  out  a  writ  of  partition  against  the  other,  and  then,  after  partition 
made,  they  revert  to  their  own  rights  again.  For  this  reason,  as  well  as 
for  others,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  this  rule  cannot  be  maintained. 

Rule  discharged. 


CUBITT  v.  PORTER. 
KING'S  BENCH.     1828. 
[Reported  8  B.  &  C.  257.] 

DECLARATION  stated  that  the  defendant  on,  &c.,  at,  &c.,  broke  and 
entered  a  certain  close  of  the  plaintiff,  to  wit,  in  the  city  of  Norwich, 
and  county  of  the  same  city,  and  then  and  there  pulled  down  and  dam- 
aged a  great  part  of  a  certain  wall  of  the  plaintiff,  then  standing  and 
being  in  and  upon  the  said  close,  and  the  materials  thereof,  of  the  plain- 
tiff, of  the  value  of  £100,  seised,  and  carried  away,  and  converted,  and 
disposed  thereof  to  his,  the  defendant's,  own  use ;  and  also  erected 
and  built  a  certain  other  wall,  and  a  certain  privy,  and  a  certain  other 
erection  and  building  against  and  upon  the  wall  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
kept  and  continued  the  same  other  wall,  &c.,  upon  and  against  the  wall 
of  the  plaintiff  for  a  long  space  of  time,  and  also  cast  divers  quantities 
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of  bricks  and  rubbish  upon  the  plaintiff's  close,  by  means  of  which 
several  premises  the  wall  of  the  plaintiff  had  been  and  was  greatly 
weakened  and  injured,  &c.  Plea,  Not  guilty.  At  the  trial  before 
Alexander,  C.  B.,  at  the  Summer  Assizes  for  the  count}'  of  Norfolk, 
1826,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  occupier  of  a  cottage  and 
garden,  as  tenant  to  one  Mr.  Doman.  They  had  formerly  been  the 
property  of  the  plaintiff's  father.  The  defendant  was  the  owner  of 
premises  adjoining  those  occupied  by  the  plaintiff,  and  separated  there- 
from by  a  wall,  part  of  which  the  defendant,  in  July,  1825,  had  pulled 
down,  and  erected  on  the  site  of  it  another  wall  (of  a  greater  height 
than  the  old  wall),  with  a  cottage  and  other  buildings  against  it,  and 
the  present  action  was  brought,  after  the  new  wall  had  been  rebuilt,  to 
try  the  right  of  property  in  that  wall.  There  was  evidence  on  both 
sides  of  various  acts  of  user  of  the  wall  by  the  respective  owners  of 
the  plaintiff's  and  defendant's  premises.  The  Lord  Chief  Baron,  upon 
this  evidence,  told  the  jury  to  find  for  the  defendant,  if  the}-  thought 
the  wall  was  his,  or  if,  from  the  common  user  of  the  wall  by  the  respect- 
ive owners  of  the  plaintiff's  and  defendant's  premises,  the}-  believed  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  had  a  common  property  in  it.  The  verdict 
returned  by  the  foreman  of  the  jury  was  :  "  We  find  this  to  be  a  party 
wall."  The  Lord  Chief  Baron  said,  That  is  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 
After  the  jury  had  separated,  the  plaintiff's  counsel  observed,  that  the 
wall  might  be  a  party  wall,  and  yet  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  might 
not  be  tenants  in  common  of  it,  or  of  the  land  on  which  it  was  built ; 
for  if  each  of  the  proprietors  of  the  two  estates  contributed  the  site  of 
the  land  on  which  it  was  built  in  equal  moieties,  or  had  contributed  in 
the  same  proportion  to  the  expense  of  building  it,  each  of  them  would 
remain  the  owner  of  a  moiety  of  the  wall,  and  might  maintain  an  action 
against  the  other  for  any  injury  done  to  that  moiety.  Storks,  Serjt.,  in 
Michaelmas  Term,  1826,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  upon  the 
ground,  first,  that  the  attention  of  the  jury  had  not  been  drawn  to  that 
distinction,  and  that  it  might,  therefore,  be  true  that  the  wall  was  a 
party  wall,  and  yet  this  action  would  be  maintainable.  Secondly, 
assuming  that  the  verdict  established  that  they  were  tenants  in  common 
of  the  wall,  and  of  the  land  on  which  it  was  built,  still  the  action  was 
maintainable,  because  there  had  been  a  destruction  of  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  tenancy  in  common  by  one  of  the  two  co-tenants. 

Robinson  and  Wallinger  now  showed  cause. 

Storks,  Serjt.,  and  F.  Kelly,  contra. 

BAILEY,  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  ought  to  be 
discharged.  This  was  an  action  for  pulling  down  the  plaintiff's  wall. 
If  the  wall  was  the  exclusive  property  of  the  plaintiff,  then  the  act  done 
by  the  defendant  was  a  sufficient  ground  for  the  action.  If  it  was 
entirely  the  property  of  the  defendant,  then  he  was  justified  in  doing 
what  he  did.  There  was  a  third  view  of  the  case,  and  that  was  the 
view  taken  of  it  by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  at  the  trial,  viz.,  that  it  might 
be  the  common  property  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant.  The  question 
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left  to  the  jury  was,  Whether  from  the  common  use  of  the  wall  they 
would  not  infer  that  it  was  common  property?  Now  there  was  cer- 
tainly very  strong  evidence  of  common  use,  and  the  nature  of  the  right 
ma}'  be  collected  from  the  manner  in  which  a  thing  has  been  used. 
The  jury  found  that  it  was  a  party  wall ;  they  did  not  in  terms  find  that 
it  was  common  property ;  but  on  having  the  question  whether  it  was 
common  property  put  to  them,  they  found  it  was  a  party  wall.  The  Lord 
Chief  Baron  observed,  this  was  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  Until  the 
jury  had  separated,  no  observation  was  made  upon  the  subject  of  the 
direction  of  the  judge,  or  upon  the  answer  of  the  jury  on  that  point. 
And  I  think  it  is  too  late,  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  to  suggest  that 
the  case  might  have  been  differently  presented  to  the  consideration  of 
the  jury  ;  and  that  if  that  had  been  done,  the  verdict  might  have  been 
different.  The  probability  is  against  the  existence  of  that  state  of 
things  which  would  have  justified  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  even  on 
that  view  of  the  case,  which  was  not  presented  to  the  consideration  of 
the  jury.  Where  a  wall  is  common  property,  it  may  happen  either 
that  a  moiety  of  the  land  on  which  it  is  built  ma}-  be  one  man's,  and 
the  other  moiety  another's,  or  the  land  may  belong  to  the  two  persons 
in  undivided  moieties.  It  does  not  appear  whether  at  the  time  when 
this  wall  was  built  the  land  belonged  wholly  to  one  individual.  It 
might  at  that  time  have  belonged  entirely  to  one,  and  then  he  might 
have  sold  off  a  part ;  or  he  might  have  sold  an  undivided  moiety  of  the 
wall  with  the  land  on  one  side,  and  an  undivided  moiety  of  the  wall 
with  the  land  on  the  other  side.  If  the  land  on  which  the  wall  was 
built  belonged  on  one  side  to  one  party,  and  on  the  other  to  the  other 
party,  and  they  between  them  agreed  to  build  the  wall,  it  would  have 
been  prudent  at  least  to  make  this  bargain,  that  so  long  as  there  was  to 
be  a  wall  continuing  on  this  property,  the  land  on  which  it  was  built, 
and  the  wall  which  stood  upon  that  land,  should  be  taken  and  consid- 
ered to  be  the  common  property  of  the  two,  and  that  the  owners  of  the 
estates  on  each  side  should  be  tenants  in  common  of  the  undivided 
moiety  of  that  land  and  of  that  wall ;  with  the  power  of  adopting  such 
remedies  for  partition  as  tenants  in  common  may  adopt.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  the  wall  stood  partly  on  one  man's  land,  and  partly  on  another's, 
either  party  would  have  a  right  to  pare  away  the  wall  on  his  side,  so  as 
to  weaken  the  wall  on  the  other,  and  to  produce  a  destruction  of  that 
which  ought  to  be  the  common  property  of  the  two.  It  seems  to  me, 
the  probability  of  the  case  is,  that  this  was  not  a  party  wall  according 
to  the  principle  which  was  acted  upon  in  the  case  of  Matts  v.  Hawkins, 
5  Taunt.  20,  but  that  it  was  a  wall  built  on  the  common  property  of  the 
two,  and  that  the  wall  was  the  common  property  of  both.  Matts  v. 
Hawkins  naturally  led  to  a  different  conclusion ;  for  under  the  Party 
Wall  Act,  each  is  to  contribute  the  land  for  that  which  is  to  be  built  on 
the  common  soil  of  the  two.  If  the  land  is  to  be  contributed  by  the 
parties  in  equal  proportions,  it  may  be  a  probable  consequence  (I  do 
not  say  whether  it  is  or  not)  that  the  wall  belongs  one  half  to  the  on6, 
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and  the  other  half  to  the  other ;  but  that,  as  it  seems  to  me,  in  the 
country  where  the  Party  Wall  Act  does  not  apply,  is  such  an  improbable 
state  of  things,  that  we  ought  not  to  send  it  down  again  to  a  new  trial 
on  the  ground  that  that  view  of  the  case  was  not  presented  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  jury,  when  at  the  trial  it  was  not  desired  by  the  coun- 
sel that  it  should  be  so  presented  to  them. 

Then,  the  next  point  is,  whether,  assuming  that  the  land  on  which 
this  wall  was  built,  and  that  the  wall  itself,  was  the  common  property 
of  the  two,  the  act  done  by  the  defendant  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  main- 
tain trespass.  It  has  been  contended  that  trespass  is  maintainable,  on 
the  ground  that  there  was  a  destruction  of  the  thing,  and  that  if  one 
tenant  in  common  destroy  that  which  is  the  subject  of  the  tenancy  in 
common,  that  is  an  actual  ouster  and  expulsion  by  the  one  of  the  other, 
and  that  the  party  so  expelled  may  maintain  an  action  of  trespass  for 
what  has  been  done  in  that  respect.  Perhaps  if  one  had  entirely  de- 
stroyed the  wall,  that  might  have  been  a  foundation  for  an  action  of 
trespass.  But  I  take  it,  that  in  the  case  of  a  wall,  a  temporary  removal, 
with  a  view  to  improve  part  of  the  property  on  one  side  at  least,  and. 
perhaps,  on  both,  is  not  such  a  destruction  as  will  justify  an  action  of 
trespass.  There  is  no  authority  to  show  that  one  tenant  in  common 
can  maintain  an  action  against  the  other  for  a  temporaiy  removal  of  the 
subject-matter  of  the  tenancy  in  common,  the  party  removing  it  having 
at  the  same  time  an  intention  of  making  a  prompt  restitution.  It  was 
not  a  destruction  ;  the  object  of  the  party  was  not  that  there  should  be 
no  wall  there,  but  that  there  should  be  a  wall  there  again  as  expeditiously 
as  a  wall  could  be  made.  But  then  it  is  said  the  wall  here  is  much 
higher  than  the  wall  was  before.  What  is  the  consequence  of  that? 
One  tenant  in  common  has,  upon  that  which  is  the  subject-matter  of  the 
tenancy  in  common,  laid  bricks  and  heightened  the  wall.  If  that  be 
done  further  than  it  ought  to  have  been  done,  what  is  the  remed}'  of 
the  other  party  ?  He  may  remove  it.  That  is  the  only  remedy  he  can 
have.  If  there  be  land  belonging  to  two  as  tenants  in  common,  and 
one  builds  a  wall  on  that  land,  the  other  cannot  bring  trespass,  because 
he  is  excluded  from  the  surface  of  that  ground  for  a  certain  period  of 
time,  viz.,  for  so  long  a  period  as  that  wall  stands.  This  case  falls 
within  the  principle  acted  upon  in  Wiltshire  v.  Sidford,  8  B.  &  C. 
259  n.  The  view  in  which  it  was  presented  to  the  jury  by  the  Lord 
Chief  Baron  was  the  light  view  of  it.  There  was  evidence  of  a  common 
user  by  both  parties,  which  justified  the  presumption  either  that  the 
wall  was  originally  built,  on  land  belonging  in  undivided  moieties  to 
the  owners  of  the  respective '  premises,  and  at  their  joint  expense  ;  or 
that  it  had  been  agreed  between  them  that  the  wall  and  the  land  on 
which  it  stood  should  be  considered  the  property  of  both  as  tenants  in 
common,  so  as  to  insure  to  each  a  continuance  of  the  use  of  the  wall. 
For  these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  discharged. 

HOLROYD,  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  discharged. 
It  is  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  establish  his  right  of  action.     The 
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declaration  in  this  case  was  for  pulling  down  the  old  wall  and  building 
the  new  one.  The  presumption  arising  from  the  acts  of  enjoyment  is, 
that  the  wall  was  the  property  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  as  tenants 
in  common  ;  for  the  law  will  presume  that  what  was  done  without  oppo- 
sition for  a  considerable  time  was  done  rightfully,  and  that  these  acts 
of  enjoyment  were  lawful.  That  being  the  case,  there  was  abundant 
evidence  upon  the  trial  to  raise  a  question  to  go  to  the  jury,  whether 
the  wall  was  or  was  not  the  common  wall  of  both.  There  having  been 
a  joint  use  of  the  wall  by  both,  each  must  have  had  the  right  originally, 
or  have  acquired  the  right  in  the  course  of  time  b}~  legal  means.  ^The 
jury  have  found  in  effect  that  it  was  their  common  property.  The 
question  then  arises,  whether  one  tenant  in  common  can  maintain  an 
action  of  trespass  against  another  for  such  acts  as  were  done  in  this 
case  by  pulling  down  the  old  wall  and  building  the  new  one  on  its  site. 
Taking  it  to  be  the  law,  that  where  there  is  a  complete  destruction  bj- 
one  tenant  in  common  of  that  which  he  has  in  common  with  others,  so 
that  that  other  is  wholly  deprived  of  the  use  of  it,  an  action  of  trespass 
will  lie,  I  think  the  act  done  by  the  defendant  in  this  case  cannot  be 
considered  as  a  destruction  of  the  wall ;  the  removal  of  the  old  wall 
having  been  effected  merety  for  the  purpose  of  rebuilding  another  on 
its  site  as  speedily  as  possible. 

LITTLEDALE,  J.  I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  The  plaintiff 
seems  to  have  claimed  the  wall  as  his  own  exclusive  property,  and  so 
did  the  defendant.  There  was  abundant  evidence  to  raise  the  question 
for  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  Whether  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 
were  tenants  in  common?  It  is  suggested,  that  although  the  learned 
judge  left  it  to  the  jur}T  to  find  whether  the  wall  was  the  propert}*  of  the 
plaintiff  or  of  the  defendant,  and  also  whether  it  was  the  common  prop- 
erty of  both  as  tenants  in  common,  yet  that  the  foreman  of  the  jury 
when  he  returned  the  verdict  did  not  in  express  terms  answer  the  ques- 
tion put  to  them  by  the  learned  judge,  but  said  that  the  jury  found  it  to 
be  a  part}*  wall ;  and  that  that  finding  is  consistent  with  the  fact  of  the 
wall,  and  the  soil  on  which  it  was  built,  having  originally  belonged  to 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  or  those  under  whom  they  claimed,  in  equal 
moieties.  It  appears  that  when  that  verdict  was  returned,  the  Lord 
Chief  Baron  observed  that  it  was  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  The 
plaintiffs  counsel  did  not  then  suggest  to  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  the 
propriety  of  leaving  to  the  jury  the  question  in  any  other  form  than  that 
in  which  it  was  left  to  them,  or  intimate  any  doubt  as  to  the  sufficiency 
of  the  evidence  to  warrant  the  jury  in  coming  to  the  conclusion  to  which 
they  did  come.  That  being  so,  a  new  trial  cannot  now  be  granted  on 
that  ground.  But  even  assuming  the  parties  to  have  been  tenants  in 
common  of  this  wall,  then  it  is  said  that  trespass  will  lie  in  this  case  by 
one  tenant  in  common  against  the  other,  because  there  was  in  this  case 
a  destruction  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  tenanc}'  in  common.  In 
Com.  Dig.  Estates  (K),  8,  there  are  various  cases  as  to  the  remedy 
which  one  tenant  in  common  has  against  another.  It  appears  that 
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with  regard  to  actions  in  respect  to  matters  not  chattels,  in  some  cases 
an  ejectment  will  lie,  if  one  actually  oust  his  companion  of  the  posses- 
sion, and  trespass  will  lie  where  there  has  been  a  complete  and  total 
destruction  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  tenanc}'  in  common  ;  as  if  one 
tenant  in  common  destroys  the  whole  flight  of  a  dovecote,  or  all  the 
deer  in  their  park.  In  other  cases  where  there  has  not  been  a  total 
destruction  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  tenancy  in  common,  but  only 
a  partial  injury  to  it,  waste  or  an  action  on  the  case  will  lie  03*  one 
tenant  in  common  against  another ;  as  if  one  tenant  in  common  of  a 
wood  or  piscary  does  waste  against  the  will  of  the  other,  he  shall  have 
waste ;  or  if  one  corrupts  the  water,  the  other  shall  have  an  action  on 
the  case.  There  are  other  cases  where  the  only  reined}'  is  to  retake 
the  property.  As  if  one  take  a  chattel  real  or  personal  entire,  the 
other  may  retake  it  when  he  has  an  opportunity  ;  but  he  has  no  remedy 
by  action.  If,  again,  there  be  two  tenants  in  common  of  a  house  or 
mill,  and  it  fall  into  decay,  the  one  is  willing  to  repair,  and  the  other 
will  not,  he  that  is  willing  shall  have  a  writ  de  reparations  facienda. 
It  has  been  said  that  trespass  will  lie  in  this  case  by  one  tenant  in 
common  against  the  other,  because  there  has  been  an  expulsion  amount- 
ing to  an  actual  ouster.  Now,  if  there  has  been  an  actual  ouster  by  one 
tenant  in  common,  ejectment  will  lie  at  the  suit  of  the  other.  But  I  am 
not  aware  that  trespass  will  lie,  for  in  trespass  the  breaking  and  enter- 
ing is  the  gist  of  the  action  ;  expulsion  or  ouster  is  a  mere  aggravation 
of  the  trespass.  If  the  original  entry  therefore  be  lawful,  trespass  will 
not  lie.  In  Taylor  v.  Cole,  3  T.  R.  292,  the  first  count  was  for  break- 
ing and  entering  the  plaintiff's  house,  and  expelling  him.  As  to  the 
breaking  and  entering,  the  defendant  justified  as  sheriff  of  Middlesex 
under  a.  fieri  facias.  Upon  general  demurrer  it  was  held  that  the  plea, 
which  only  justified  the  breaking  and  entering  by  showing  a  good  cause 
for  it,  was  a  full  answer,  because  the  breaking  and  entering  were  the 
gist  of  the  action,  and  the  expulsion  was  onlj'  matter  of  aggravation ; 
and  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  wished  to  take  advantage  of  the  expulsion, 
which  was  merely  matter  of  aggravation,  he  ought  to  have  shown  the 
special  matter  in  a  new  assignment,  in  order  to  make  the  party  a  tres- 
passer ab  initio.  Then,  if  the  expulsion  be  mere  aggravation,  trespass 
will  not  lie  for  it,  because  the  original  entry  is  lawful.  The  original 
entry  being  the  gist  of  the  action  in  trespass,  and  the  expulsion  mere 
aggravation,  I  doubt  much  whether  trespass  can  be  maintained  even 
for  an  expulsion.  Here  the  defendant  pulled  down  one  wall,  and  built 
another  on  its  site.  If  two  persons  be  tenants  in  common  of  land  on 
which  there  is  a  wall,  and  one  refuses  to  repair,  and  the  other  pulls 
down  the  wall,  and  sells  the  materials,  and  builds  a  better  wall,  it  majr 
be  said  that  there  has  been  a  total  destruction  of  the  original  wall,  more 
especially  if  he  sold  the  materials.  Still  if  he  did  that  for  the  purpose 
of  getting  other  materials  to  make  the  new  wall  better  than  the  old  one 
was,  and  he  builds  the  new  one,  though  there  was  a  destruction  of  that 
which  was  originally  the  subject-matter  of  the  tenancy  in  common,  an 
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action  of  trespass  will  not  be  maintainable.  Such  an  act  is  more  prop- 
erly  the  subject-matter  of  an  action  upon  the  case,  because  it  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  partial  injury,  and  not  of  a  total  destruction  of  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  tenancy  in  common.  If  tenant  for  life  or  tenant  for 
j^ears  pull  down  any  wall  or  other  building,  it  is  the  subject  of  an  action 
of  waste  at  the  suit  of  the  reversioner.  It  is  expressly  laid  down  in 
Com.  Dig.  Estates  (K),  8,  if  one  tenant  in  common  of  wood,  turbary, 
&c.y  does  waste  against  the  will  of  another,  he  shall  have  waste  concern- 
ing it.  Here  the  pulling  down  of  the  old  wall  without  the  consent  of 
the  plaintiff  might  be  waste.  An  action  of  waste  is  the  proper  remedy 
for  a  reversioner  or  landlord  against  a  tenant  who  pulls  down  a  build- 
ing ;  and  such  an  action  ma,\  be  maintained  by  one  tenant  in  common 
against  another,  who  has  improperly  pulled  down  a  wall,  the  common 
property  of  the  two.  Upon  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion  that  trespass  is 
not  maintainable.  The  rule  for  a  new  trial  must  therefore  be  discharged. 

Rule 
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CHANCERY  DIVISION.     1880. 

[Reported  U  Ch.  D.  192.] 

THIS  action  was  brought  to  restrain  the  commission  of  certain  alleged 
acts  of  trespass  by  the  defendant,  and  for  damages. 

The  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  were  the  owners  in  fee  of  adjoining 
houses,  numbered  respectively  9  and  7  in  a  row  of  houses  called 
Queen's  Terrace,  in  Middlesborough.  Queen's  Terrace  faced  to  the 
east,  and  the  defendant's  house  was  situate  to  the  north  of  the  plain- 
tiffs. At  the  rear  of  each  of  the  houses  was  a  yard,  the  yards  being 
separated  from  each  other  by  a  wall  four  and  a  half  inches  thick. 

The  plaintiffs  house  and  premises  were  by  a  deed  dated  the  15th  of 
September,  1855,  conveyed  by  Joseph  Pease  and  others  in  fee  to  Jane 
Lyons,  who  was  a  predecessor  in  title  of  the  plaintiff.  The  deed  con- 
tained the  following  clause :  "  It  is  hereb}'  agreed  and  declared  by  and 
between  the  said  parties  hereto  that  the  north  and  south  gables  and 
walls  of  the  said  messuage  or  dwelling-house  and  hereditaments  hereby 
conveyed  shall  be  and  remain  party  walls,  and  that  the  eastern  and 
western  walls  and  the  pallisades  in  front  of  the  said  messuage  or  dwell- 
ing-house shah1  belong  exclusively  to  the  said  Jane  Lyons,  her  heirs  and 
assigns." 

The  defendant's  house  and  premises  were  conveyed  to  him  in  fee  by 
the  same  persons  by  a  deed  dated  the  27th  of  December,  1864,  which 
contained  a  similar  declaration  as  to  the  north  and  south  walls  thereof. 

The  principal  act  of  trespass  complained  of  by  the  plaintiff  arose  in 
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this  way.  The  plaintiff  had  recently  commenced  erecting  in  his  back 
yard  a  shed.  This  shed  immediately  adjoined  the  wall  separating  his 
yard  from  the  defendant's  yard,  and  the  plaintiff  had,  without  the  de- 
fendant's permission,  built  on  the  top  of  that  wall  a  new  piece  of  wall  of 
a  triangular  shape  about  4  ft.  6  in.  in  length  at  the  bottom,  and  about 
3  ft.  4  in.  in  height.  In  thickness  it  corresponded  with  the  thickness  of 
the  old  wall.  The  new  piece  of  wall  was  intended  to  support  the  roof 
of  the  shed.  The  defendant  had  knocked  down  the  new  piece  of  the 
wall.  The  plaintiff  claimed  damages  for  the  removal  of  the  new  piece 
of  wall,  and  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  interfering 
with  the  rebuilding  of  it. 

North,  Q.  C.,  and  Everitt,  for  the  plaintiff. 

J.  E.  Palmer,  for  the  defendant. 

FRY,  J.,  after  stating  the  facts,  and  observing  that  the  conveyance 
to  the  plaintiff  would,  no  doubt,  include  the  walls  of  the  house,  if  it  had 
not  contained  the  proviso  that  the  north  and  south  walls  should  be 
party  walls,  stated  that  proviso,  and  continued :  — 

What  is  the  meaning  of  the  term  ' '  party  wall,"  as  there  used  ?  The 
words  appear  to  me  to  express  a  meaning  rather  popular  than  legal, 
and  they  may,  I  think,  be  used  in  four  different  senses. 

The}-  may  mean,  first,  a  wall  of  which  the  two  adjoining  owners  are 
tenants  in  common,  as  in  Wiltshire  v.  Sid  ford,  1  Man.  &  Ry.  404,  and 
Cubitt  v.  Porter,  8  B.  &  C.  257,  265.  I  think  that  the  judgments  in  those 
cases  show  that  that  is  the  most  common  and  the  primary  meaning  of 
the  term.  In  the  next  place,  the  term  may  be  used  to  signify  a  wall 
divided  longitudinally  into  two  strips,  one  belonging  to  each  of  the  neigh- 
boring owners,  as  in  Matts  v.  Hawkins,  5  Taunt.  20.  Then,  thirdly, 
the  term  may  mean  a  wall  which  belongs  entirely  to  one  of  the  adjoin- 
ing owners,  but  is  subject  to  an  easement  or  right  in  the  other  to  have 
it  maintained  as  a  dividing  wall  between  the  two  tenements.  The  term 
is  so  used  in  some  of  the  Building  Acts.  Lastly,  the  term  may  desig- 
nate a  wall  divided  longitudinally  into  two  moieties,  each  moiety  being 
subject  to  a  cross  easement  in  favor  of  the  owner  of  the  other  moiety. 

In  whichever  of  these  senses  the  term  is  used,  some  difficulty  arises. 
In  the  case  of  a  longitudinal  division  between  the  two  neighbors,  each 
of  them,  as  was  said  in  Cubitt  v.  Porter,  8  B.  &  C.  257,  264,  has  a 
right  to  pare  away  one  moiety  of  the  wall ;  and  if  this  was  done,  the 
moiety  of  the  other  owner  might  be  of  very  little  use  to  him.  Again,  if 
the  wall  belongs  to  the  adjoining  owners  as  tenants  in  common,  it  may 
become  the  subject  of  a  partition,  and  then  exactly  the  same  difficulty 
would  arise.  To  meet  this  difficulty  the  fourth  meaning  of  the  term 
"  part}*  wall "  was  suggested  by  the  learned  author  of  the  note  to  Wilt- 
shire v.  Sidford,  •!  Man.  &  Ry.  408. 

In  the  present  case  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  wall  must 
be  considered  as  belonging  to  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  as  tenants 
in  common,  first,  because  the  cases  show  that  this  is  the  most  ordinary 
meaning  of  the  words,  and,  secondly,  because  in  the  conveyance  of  the 
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15th  of  September,  1855,  a  party  wall  is  contrasted  with  a  wall  belong- 
ing exclusively  to  one  owner. 

Then  the  question  arises  whether  what  the  plaintiff  has  clone  is  a 
violation  of  the  defendant's  rights.  This,  it  must  be  remembered,  is 
not  the  same  question  as  whether  an  action  of  trespass  could  be  main- 
tained by  the  defendant  against  the  plaintiff.  I  have  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  plaintiff  was  not  justified  in  doing  what  he  did.  In 
Cubitt  v.  Porter,  8  B.  &  C.  265,  Bailey,  J.,  said  :  "  One  tenant  in  com- 
mon has  upon  that  which  is  the  subject-matter  of  the  tenancy  in  com- 
mon laid  bricks  and  heightened  the  wall.  If  that  be  done  further  than 
it  ought  to  have  been  done,  what  is  the  remed}-  of  the  other  party? 
He  may  remove  it  That  is  the  only  remedy  he  can  have."  That  is 
the  precise  remedy  to  which  the  defendant  has  had  recourse  in  the  pre- 
sent case.  The  case  of  Stedman  v.  Smith,  8  E.  &  B.  1,  is  also  ma- 
terial on  this  part  of  the  present  case.  There,  as  the  head-note  states, 
*'  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  occupied  adjacent  plots  of  ground 
divided  by  a  wall  of  which  they  were  tenants  in  common.  There  was  a 
shed  on  the  defendant's  ground  contiguous  to  the  wall,  the  roof  of  which 
rested  on  the  top  of  the  wall  across  its  whole  width.  The  defendant 
took  the  coping-stones  off  the  top  of  the  wall,  heightened  the  wall,  re- 
placed the  coping-stones  on  the  top,  and  built  a  wash-house  contiguous 
to  the  wall,  where  the  shed  bad  stood,  the  roof  of  the  wash-house  occu- 
P3~ing  the  whole  width  of  the  top  of  the  wall,  and  he  set  a  stone  into  the 
wall,  with  an  inscription  on  it  stating  that  the  wall  and  the  land  on 
which  it  stood  belonged  to  him."  On  these  facts  it  was  held  that  a  jury 
might  find  an  actual  ouster  by  the  defendant  of  the  plaintiff  from  the 
possession  of  the  wall  which  would  constitute  an  actionable  trespass. 
In  the  course  of  the  argument,  Crompton,  J.,  said  :  "  You  certainly  had 
no  longer  the  use  of  the  same  wall  ;  you  could  not  put  flower-pots  on  it, 
for  instance.  Suppose  he  had  covered  it  with  broken  glass,  so  as  to 
prevent  your  passing  along  it,  as  you  were  entitled  to  do."  And  in  his 
judgment  he  said  :  "  The  plaintiff  is  excluded  from  the  top  of  the  wall  ; 
be  might  have  wished  to  train  fruit-trees  there,  or  to  amuse  himself  by 
running  along  the  top  of  the  wall."  Just  so  in  the  present  case,  the 
plaintiff  has  excluded  the  defendant  from  the  use  of  the  top  of  the  wall. 
I  hold,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  an}T  damages  in  respect 
of  the  throwing  down  of  the  wall,  and  that  the  injunction  asked  for 
cannot  be  granted. 


OU 

.  SHERRED  0.  CISCO/) 

SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  NEW  Y.CKK.     1*51. 
v/V^    V~f~-  4    <f^Sfe~4  Sanifs.  C.  480.] 

THIS  was  a  bill  in  equity,  filed  in  the  Supreme  Court,  from  whence  the 
JL  3s*        cause  was  transferred  to  this  court.     An  answer  was  put  in,  a  replica- 
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tion  filed,  and  evidence  was  introduced  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause. 
The  facts  disclosed  by  the  pleadings  and  proofs  were  as  follows. 

For  several  years  prior  to  1845,  the  complainant,  Sarah  Sherred,  was 
seised  in  fee  of  a  lot  known  as  number  thirty-one,  on  the  easterly  side 
of  Broad  Street,  in  the  city  of  New  York ;  and  Richard  Duryee  in  his 
lifetime,  and  after  his  death  his  heirs,  were  seised  in  fee  of  the  adjoin- 
ing lot  on  the  north  side,  known  as  number  twenty-nine.  Each  lot  was 
covered  by  a  store  or  warehouse.  The  buildings  were  separated  by  a 
single  brick  wall,  resting  on  a  stone  foundation,  one  half  of  which  was 
upon  the  land  of  Sherred,  and  the  other  half  on  the  land  of  Duryee. 
The  beams  of  the  two  stores  rested  upon  this  common  or  party  wall. 
Duryee  had  executed  several  mortgages  on  lot  number  twenty-nine, 
which  were  duly  recorded.  Prior  to  July  19th,  1845,  Duryee  died,  and 
the  mortgagees  to  whom  three  of  the  mortgages  were  executed,  com- 
menced proceedings  for  their  foreclosure  against  Duryee's  heirs  and 
the  subsequent  mortgagees.  While  the  foreclosure  was  pending,  on 
the  19th  of  July,  1845,  both  of  the  stores,  29  and  31  Broad  Street,  were 
destroyed  by  fire,  and  nothing  was  left  of  the  party  wall  except  the 
stone  foundation. 

Immediately  after  the  fire,  Sherred  proceeded  to  rebuild  the  store  on 
lot  No.  31,  extending  it  a  little  further  in  depth  than  the  former  build- 
ing. In  rebuilding,  her  contractors  commenced  on  the  stone  foundation 
of  the  former  wall  between  the  stores  on  29  and  31,  and  after  raising 
it  with  stone  about  a  foot  higher  than  the  stone  wall  was  before,  built 
upon  it  with  brick,  the  side  wall  of  her  store,  four  stories  high.  The 
new  wall,  built  at  the  sole  expense  of  Sherred,  thus  stood  one  half  on 
her  lot,  and  the  other  half  on  the  Duryee  lot.  Her  store  was  finished 
in  the  fall  of  1845. 

The  bill  charged  that  she  built  this  wall  after  applying  to  Du^ee's 
heirs  to  unite  with  her  in  so  doing,  with  their  assent  and  approval,  and 
on  their  agreeing  to  pay  half  the  expense,  if  they  could  obtain  the 
money  to  rebuild  their  store.  These  statements  were  put  in  issue,  and 
were  not  proved. 

The  foreclosure  of  Durjree's  mortgages  resulted  in  a  decree  for  a  sale, 
under  which  the  defendant  Cisco  became  the  purchaser  of  lot  29,  for 
$15,600,  at  a  sale  made  by  a  master  in  chancery  on  the  27th  of  Janu- 
ary-, 1847.  The  master  conveyed  the  lot  to  him  on  the  15th  of  Febru- 
ary, 1847.  The  defendant,  soon  after  his  purchase,  built  a  warehouse 
or  store  on  lot  29.  and  used  the  wall  so  built  by  Sherred  for  one  of  the 
side  walls  of  his  store,  inserting  therein  his  timbers  and  beams.  .The 
first  story  of  his  store  extended  to  the  same  depth  as  Sherred's  new 
store,  but  the  upper  stories  did  not  extend  as  far  back  from  the  street, 
by  about  fourteen  feet,  as  Sherred's  store  extended.  As  to  those 
stories,  the  portion  of  the  party  wall  not  used  by  the  defendant  was 
shown  to  be  a  detriment  to  him,  rather  than  a  benefit. 

Sherred  applied  to  the  defendant  to  pay  half  the  value  of  the  wall  as 
used  by  both  parties,  which  he  declined  to  do,  on  the  ground  that  he 


218  SHEERED   V.   CISCO. 

purchased  aud  paid  for  the  half  of  it  standing  on  his  lot,  at  the  master's 
sale.  There  was  no  proof  that  the  defendant  had  any  notice,  till  after 
he  commenced  building,  that  Sherred  had  built  the  part}'  wall  at  her 
sole  expense,  or  that  she  had  not  been  paid  for  half  of  it,  or  that  she 
claimed  payment  therefor.  It  was  proved  that  the  value  of  the  half  of 
that  part  of  the  party  wall  which  the  defendant  made  use  of  in  con- 
structing his  store,  was  $459.14.  The  value  of  the  entire  wall  built  by 
Sherred  between  upon  the  two  lots,  was  81 14.6. 

J.  T.  Brady,  for  the  complainant. 

W.  C.  Wetmore  and  M.  S.  BidweU,  for  the  defendant. 

BY  THE  COURT.  SAND  FORD,  J.  The  plaintiff  relies  entirely  on  the 
case  of  Campbell  v.  Mesier,  4  John.  Ch.  R.  334,  and  6  Ibid.  21,  to 
sustain  this  suit.  It  was  there  decided,  that  where  there  was  an  old 
party  wall  standing  between  two  houses,  which  had  become  ruinous, 
and  the  owner  of  one  of  the  houses  being  desirous  to  rebuild  his  house, 
after  notice  to  the  owner  of  the  other,  and  a  request  to  him  to  unite  in 
the  work,  took  down  the  old  wall  and  rebuilt  it  on  the  same  site,  with 
and  for  his  new  house,  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  house  was  bound  to 
contribute  ratabty  to  the  expense  of  the  new  wall ;  but  not  beyond  the 
extent  of  the  height  and  quality  of  the  old  wall.  It  was  in  effect  held 
also,  when  the  case  was  before  the  chancellor  on  the  equity  reserved  in 
6  J.  C.  R.  21,  that  a  purchaser  of  the  house  from  the  owner  thus  liable, 
took  it  subject  to  the  charge  upon  it  for  contribution.  But  we  suppose 
this  was  on  the  ground  that  the  purchaser  was  aware  of  the  claim  of  his 
neighbor  for  contribution  when  he  purchased,  as  was  apparent  from  his 
taking  a  covenant  of  indemnity  in  respect  of  the  use  of  the  party  wall, 
in  his  deed  of  the  house. 

We  think  this  case  differs  from  Campbell  v.  Mesier,  so  far  that  the 
decision  of  the  latter  is  not  controlling.  _In _the  first  place,  the  defend- 
ght_Jiin  Int.  with  th^  now  wall  np^n  it, -without,  notice  of  the 
platftttffi&^claim.  Next,  when  the  wall  in  question  was  built  by  the 
plaintiff,  there  was  no  party  wall  in  existence.  There  had  been  a  wally 
which  served  as  a  partition  between  the  two  stores  (whether  properm 
called  a  party  wall  or  not,  in  the  sense  used  by  the  chancellor  in  the 
case  cited,  we  will  not  here  inquire),  but  it  was  destroyed  with  those 
stores.  The  stone  foundation  that  remained  does  not  alter  the  matter. 
Either  party  could  remove  so  much  of  it  as  rested  on  his  ground, 
•with  the  rubbish  on  his  lot,  on  preparing  to  rebuild.  Then  the 
plaintiff  on  one  side,  and  the  mortgagees  on  the  other,  Duryee's  heirs 
really  having  no  interest  in  the  subject,  owned  two  adjoining  vacant 
lots  in  severally,  where  there  had  once  been  a  partition  wall  forming 
the  mutual  support  of  two  adjoining  buildings.  The  plaintiff,  without 
notice  to  the  mortgagees,  and  without  their  assent  or  knowledge,  re- 
built her  store,  and  placed  the  partition  wall  on  the  site  of  the  former 
one.  There  was  no  "  equalit}'  of  right  and  interest"  in  an  existing 
wall,  which  it  was  necessar}*,  for  the  two  houses  then  supported  by  it, 
should  be  rebuilt,  and  In  which  wall  the  parties  "had  an  equal  inter- 
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est,"  as  was  the  chancellor's  view  of  the  facts  in  Campbell  v.  Mesier. 
These  parties  had  no  such  interest,  for  they  had  no  joint  or  common 
interest  whatever.  Each  owned  in  severally  the  half  of  the  ground  on 
which  the  former  wall  stood.  Neither  was  under  any  obligation  or 
duty  to  build  upon  his  lot,  or  to  suffer  the  other  party  to  place  part  of 
a  division  wall  upon  it.  The  principle  of  contribution  applicable  to 
tenants  in  common  of  a  mill,  and  to  the  discharge  of  a  common  burden 
or  charge  upon  lands  held  in  common,  is  therefore  not  applicable  to 
this  case ;  and  we  think  it  is  not  governed  by  the  principle  of  the  chan- 
cellor's decision  in  the  authority  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiff. 

By  the  common  law,  every  owner  of  land  is  his  own  judge  of  the  pro- 
priety of  building  upon  it  or  leaving  it  vacant ;  and  when  he  does  build, 
of  the  manner  and  extent  of  his  buildings.  In  the  absence  of  statutory 
provisions,  he  may  build  with  what  material  he  pleases,  and  he  is  under 
no  obligation  to  give  to  his  neighbor  an}-  use  or  advantage  of  his  land, 
by  wa}*  of  support,  drip,  or  easement  of  any  description.  If  a  stranger 
dispossess  him,  or  enter  upon  his  unoccupied  property,  erect  buildings, 
and  make  valuable  permanent  improvements  upon  it,  he  is  not  under 
the  slightest  obligation  to  recompense  such  stranger  for  any  portion  of 
the  expense,  on  recovering  the  possession  of  the  land.  So  unyielding 
is  this  doctrine,  that  a  mortgagee  in  possession  will  not  be  allowed,  on 
redemption  by  the  mortgagor,  for  the  expense  of  clearing  up  unproduc- 
tive wild  lands  mortgaged  (Moore  v.  Cable,  1  J.  C.  R.  385)  ;  and  where 
a  vendor  breaks  off  a  contract  of  sale,  the  vendee  cannot  recover  for 
his  improvements  made  on  the  lands  sold,  while  in  possession  under 
the  contract.  Gillet  v.  Maynard,  5  John.  R.  85.  Whether  the  entry 
were  tortious,  or  in  the  most  perfect  good  faith,  the  common  law  is 
uniform  in  refusing  to  permit  the  real  owner  of  the  land  to  be  benefited 
without  his  own  request  or  sanction.  And  if  one,  having  made  valua- 
ble erections  on  the  land  of  another,  while  in  possession  under  a  claim 
of  title,  remove  the  buildings  from  the  land  before  the  owner  recovers 
possession,  he  is  liable  in  trespass  for  their  value.  Dewey  v.  Osborn, 
4  Cowen,  329  ;  and  see  Erwln  v.  Olmsted,  7  Ibid.  229.  The  rule 
allowing  defendants  in  ejectment,  in  a  suit  against  them  for  mesne 
profits,  to  retain,  in  diminution  of  the  recovery,  the  value  of  perma- 
nent improvements  made  in  good  faith,  does  not  trench  at  all  upon  this 
principle.  Jackson  v.  Loomis,  4  Cowen,  168 ;  Van  Alen  v.  Rogers, 
1  John.  Cas.  281.  That  action  is  one  for  damages  administered  on 
equitable  principles,  and  justly  limited  to  the  injury  actually  sustained. 

We  perceive  no  ground  upon  which  the  plaintiff  can  maintain  her 
suit,  that  will  not  give  a  like  remedy  for  all  permanent  valuable  erec- 
tions made  in  good  faith,  by  all  persons  on  lands  which  they  do  not 
own.  It  was  argued  that  the  fact  of  there  having  formerly  been  a  par- 
tition wall  (which  we  will  call  a  part}'  wall),  gives  the  right  to  have  it 
continued  for  all  time  to  come.  To  test  this  argument  fairly,  we  will 
assume,  what  is  not  proved,  but  ma}',  perhaps,  be  fairly  inferred,  that 
the  old  wall  was  built  by  the  mutual  agreement,  and  at  the  joint 
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expense,  of  the  then  proprietors  of  the  two  lots.  It  is  not-digrjuted 
that  each^EO4uietor_remained  the  owner  inseveraltjLQf-th^  ground  on 
wlTtcirTialf  nfj-Jip.  walLjgs^n^a.nri^ot  f-oTTr^eflT'li  owned  in  severally  one 
half  oTthejwall,  Neither  part}*  had  a  right  to  pull  down  the  wall  with- 
out  thelSther's  consent ;  and  to  that  extent,  the  agreement  upon  which 
it  was  erected  controlled  the  exclusive  dominion  which  each  would 
otherwise  have  had  over  the  half  of  the  wall,  as  well  as  over  the  soil  on 
which  it  stood.  The  case  of  Campbell  v.  Mesier,  it  may  be  said,  is  an 
authority  that  each  was  bound  to  keep  the  wall  good  on  its  falling  into 
decay ;  but  that  case  proceeded  upon  the  footing  that  each  had  an 
equal  interest  in  the  party  wall,  of  the  same  nature  as  that  of  tenants 
in  common,  and  the  fact  here  is  clearly  otherwise. 

The  parties  being  confessedly  restrained  from  destining  the  wall 
without  mutual  consent,  how  is  it  when  the  wall  has  been  destroyed  by 
the  elements  ?  The  lands  on  each  side  are  vacant.  The  agreement  up- 
on which  the  party  wall  was  built  related  to  that  wall  only.  There  was 
no  agreement  to  build  a  second  wall,  or  to  build  houses  a  second  time, 
in  the  event  that  the  original  wall,  and  the  houses  which  it  supported, 
should  be  destroyed.  Neither  party,  perhaps,  thought  of  such  an 
event.  If  the}"  had,  it  by  no  means  follows  they  would  at  that  time 
have  stipulated  for  a  second  joint  wall.  It  might  well  have  occurred  to 
them,  that  if  the  buildings  were  destroyed,  one  or  the  other  might  not 
wish  to  rebuild  ;  or  that  one  might  desire  to  erect  a  very  strong  ware- 
house for  heavy  goods,  requiring  thick  walls,  and  the  other  a  private 
dwelling,  with  a  wall  only  half  as  thick.  But  without  pursuing  the 
views  which  parties  may  well  be  supposed  to  entertain,  on  their  atten- 
tion being  called  to  the  event  of  a  total  destruction  of  the  building  they 
are  about  to  erect  on  a  party  wall,  it  suffices  to  say,  that  when  two 
owners  of  adjoining  city  lots  unite  in  building  two  stores  with  a  part}7 
wall,  we  have  no  right  to  infer,  from  that  act,  an  agreement  binding  upon 
them  and  their  heirs  and  assigns  to  the  end  of  time,  to  erect  another 
like  party  wall  at  their  mutual  expense,  when  that  one  is  casually 
destroyed,  and  so  on,  as  often  as  the  new  one  shares  the  same  fate. 

Suppose  in  this  case  that  the  foreclosure  of  Duryee's  mortgages  had 
terminated,  and  tire  defendant  had  purchased  the  Duryee  lot,  before 
the  plaintiff  commenced  rebuilding  her  store.  If  the  doctrine  con- 
tended for  in  her  behalf  be  correct,  she  could  have  compelled  the  de- 
fendant to  join  in  building  a  new  party  wall,  or  on  his  refusal,  built  it 
herself,  and  recovered  from  him  half  the  expense.  Suppose  the  defend- 
ant had  said,  on  being  requested  to  join  in  the  party  wall,  I  bought 
this  lot  at  a  public  sale,  without  notice  of  any  such  right  as  you  claim, 
and  my  recorded  title  shows  nothing  of  the  kind.  Would  not  this  have 
been  a  conclusive  answer  to  the  request?  Suppose  further,  that  on  the 
plaintiffs  assuming  to  build  the  new  party  wall,  the  defendant  had  for- 
bidden her  placing  any  part  of  it  on  his  land.  Could  he  not  have  main- 
tained trespass  every  day  against  her  workmen  while  building  it,  and 
when  finished,  could  he  not  by  an  ejectment  have  compelled  her  to 
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take  it  down?  It  seems  to  us  these  questions  must  be  answered  in 
the  affirmative,  and  that  the  result  overthrows  entirely  the  claim  of 
right  based  upon  the  former  party  wall. 

But  it  is  said  the  defendant  made  use  of  the  new  wall  when  he  built 
on  his  lot,  and  thus  ratified  it  as  a  party  wall ;  and  it  will  be  unjust  to 
permit  him  to  have  the  benefit  of  it  without  making  compensation. 

As  to  the  injustice  alleged,  it  is  very  well  answered  that  the  defend- 
ant bought  this  lot  at  a  judicial  sale  ;  and,  so  far  as  we  know,  paid  for 
it  all  that  it  was  worth,  including  the  half  wall  then  standing  upon  it, 
and  a  judgment  in  this  suit  compelling  him  to  pay  the  plaintiff  for  the 
same  half,  will  make  him  pay  for  it  twice.  But  whether  that  be  the 
result  of  our  decision,  or  it  have  the  effect  to  give  him  the  half  of 
the  wall  for,  nothing,  it  cannot  change  the  rule  of  law  which  governs 
the  case. 

Then  what  is  the  effect  of  his  using  the  party  wall  ?  He  found  it  on 
his^  land,  on  taking  possession.  He  wanted  to  build.  Was  he  to  tear 
it  down,  or  insist  on  the  plaintiff's  removing  the  half  wall,  so  that  he 
could  occupy  his  whole  land  ?  This  he  might  have  done,  Wigford  v. 
Gill,  Cro.  Eliz.  269,  to  her  great  injury,  and  with  probably  no  advan- 
tage to  himself.  Or  was  he  not  entirely  at  liberty  to  use  as  his  own,  an 
erection  on  the  land  he  had  bought,  without  subjecting  himself  to  pay 
for  work  done  without  his  request  or  knowledge?  We  think  he  was. 
We  do  not  see  how  the  defendant  is  liable  to  pay  for  half  of  this  wall, 
because  he  used  it,  any  more  than  he  wonld  have  been  liable,  if  the 
Duryees  had  rebuilt  before  he  bought,  and  had  put  their  beams  into 
the  wall,  without  pa3~ing^he  plaintiff  for  it.  Yet  the  proposition  would 
be  at  once  scouted,  that  the  purchaser  of  a  house  in  this  cit}T,  having 
paid  to  the  owner  the  price,  in  good  faith  and  without  notice,  would  be 
liable  to  the  owner  of  an  adjoining  House,  for  the  unpaid  half  of  the 
cost  of  the  party  wall  which  separated  the  two  tenements. 

We  think  we  have  shown  that  this  case  is  not  governed  by  Campbell 
v.  Mesier,  whether  regarded  as  arising  between  the  mortgagees  or 
Duryee's  lot  and  the  plaintiff,  or  between  her  and  the  defendant.  We 
will  next  consider  the  plaintiff's  point,  that  successive  owners  of  city 
lots,  situated  as  these  were,  are  bound  to  rebuild  party  walls  when 
destined,  because  of  an  equitable  liability  founded  on  a  duty  arising 
from  the  fact  that  the  parties  are  at  least  quasi  tenants  in  common  01 
such  party  walls.  This  idea  of  quasi  tenancy  in  common  comes  from 
the  civil  law,  and  we  think  has  no  foothold  in  our  law.  It  is  true,  we 
find  two  cases  in  England,  in  which  it  was  held  that  common  user  of  a 
wall  separating  adjoining  houses  belonging  to  different  owners,  is 
prima  facie  evidence  that  the  wall  and  the  land  on  which  it  stands 
belong  to  the  owners  of  those  houses  in  equal  moieties,  not  as  quasi, 
but  as  actual  tenants  in  common.  Wiltshire  v.  Sidford,  1  Man.  &  R. 
404  ;  Cubitt  v.  Porter,  8  Barn.  &  Cr.  257. 

But  it  was  decided  in  Matts  v.  Hawkins,  5  Taunt.  20,  that  although 
a  party  wall  be  erected  at  the  joint  expense  of  the  two  proprietors  of  the 
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lots  on  either  side,  one  half  of  the  thickness  of  it  standing  on  the  land 
of  each,  they  are  not  therefore  tenants  in  common  of  the  wall  or  of  the 
land  on  which  it  stands.  The  property  in  the  wall  in  such  a  case  fol- 
lows the  property  of  the  land  which  supports  it.  This,  it  should  be 
observed,  was  in  London,  after  the  passage  of  the  Building  Act,  14  Geo. 
III.,  ch.  78,  which  regulates  the  subject  of  party  walls ;  and  its  author- 
ity was  fully  recognized  in  both  the  cases  in  the  King's  Bench  last 
cited.  The  principle  of  the  decisions  is,  that  while  the  common  user  is' 
presumptive  evidence  of  a  tenancy  in  common  in  the  land  and  wall, 
that  presumption  is  rebutted  by  proof  of  the  precise  extent  of  the  land 
originally  belonging  to  each  owner,  and  each  is  then  deemed  the  exclu-, 
sive  owner  of  so  much  of  the  wall  as  stands  on  his  own  land  (Gale  & 
Whatley  on  Easements,  296).  We  also  refer  to  Peyton  v.  Mayor,  &c. 
of  London,  9  B.  &  Cr.  725. 

The  Roman  law  contained  numerous  refined  and  minute  regulations 
respecting  predial  servitudes,  both  rural  and  urban,  which  are  unknown 
to  the  common  law ;  and  among  the  number  are  most  of  those  respect- 
ing party  walls  (Digest,  lib.  8,  tit.  2,  1.  13,  19,  20,  25,  32,  33,  36, 
40).  These  are  also  made  the  subject  of  many  provisions  in  the 
French  law  (Code  Civil  Francjais,  liv.  2,  tit.  4).  The  second  chap- 
ter of  the  Code  Civil,  which  contains  the  sections  cited  by  the  learned 
chancellor  in  Campbell  v.  Mesier,  is  entitled  "  Of  servitudes  estab- 
lished by  law,"  as  distinguished  from  those  derived  from  the  situation 
of  places.  Among  these  positive  enactments  is  one  which  gives  to 
each  joint  proprietor  the  right  to  place  beams  in  the  whole  thickness  of 
the  wall,  within  two  inches  (cinquante-quatre  millimetres')  of  the  oppo- 
site side  (§657),  which  is  very  different  from  our  notionsof  the  use  of  a 
party  wall.  It  may  well  be  that  sound  policy  dictates  similar  legisla- 
tion in  this  State  ;  but  we  do  not  feel  at  liberty  to  import  doctrines  from 
the  civil  law,  however  benign  or  equitable,  which  conflict  with  estab- 
lished common  law  principles. 

In  Pennsylvania,  the  subject  of  party  walls  in  the  city  of  Philadel- 
phia was  regulated  by  Statute  one  hundred  and  thirty  years  ago  (1 
Laws  of  Penn.  ch.  242,  p.  124,  &c. ;  Act  of  1721).  By  that  Statute, 
the  foundation,  breadth,  thickness,  &c.,  were  to  be  prescribed  by  the 
city  surveyors,  or  regulators ;  and  the  same  officers  determined  the 
compensation  to  be  paid  by  the  builder  on  the  adjoining  lot,  on  his  in- 
serting his  beams.  These  matters  were  not  left  to  the  unregulated 
judgment  of  experts  and  witnesses  called  by  the  parties  interested,  as 
would  be  the  case  in  our  law,  if  the  plaintiffs  view  of  it  be  sustained. 
The  Act  provided  expressly  that  the  first  builder  should  be  reimbursed 
one  moiety  of  the  wall,  or  of  so  much  of  it  as  the  next  builder  should 
use  ;  but  it  was  decided  in  Ingles  v.  Bringhurst,  1  Dall.  341,  that  the 
first  builder  had  no  lien  for  this  reimbursement  upon  the  adjoining 
land,  and  that  it  was  only  a  personal  charge  against  the  next  builder. 

The  provision  in  the  Act  of  1813,  and  the  ordinances  of  the  Common 
Council  of  the  city  of  New  York  under  the  same,  to  which  we  were 
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referred  by  the  plaintiffs  counsel,  do  not  apply  to  party  walls  ;  they 
relate  to  walls  and  fences  separating  enclosures.  The  Statute  itself 
speaks  of  fences  only  (2  R.  L.  134,  §  20  ;  Corporation  Ordinances, 
1845,  ch.  43). 

Upon  the  whole,  we  are  clear  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to 
recover,  and  her  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs.1 


BROOKS  v.  CURTIS. 

COURT  OF  APPEALS  OF  NEW  YORK.     1872. 

[Reported  50  N.  Y.  639.] 

APPEAL  from  judgment  of  the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court 
in  the  Fourth  Judicial  Department,  modifying  judgment  in  favor  of 
defendants,  entered  upon  the  decision  of  the  court  at  Special  Term,  and 
affirming  judgment  as  modified. 

This  action  was  brought  to  compel  defendants  to  remove  certain  en- 
croachments alleged  to  have  been  placed  by  defendants  upon  the  prem- 
ises of  plaintiff,  and  to  restore  the  property  to  its  former  condition. 

The  parties  are  the  owners  of  adjoining  premises,  situate  in  the  city 
of  Rochester.  In  1846  one  Everard  Peck  owned  both  premises.  He 
deeded  to  plaintiff,  in  Juty  of  that  year.  At  that  time  Peck  had  begun 
the  construction  of  a  three-story  brick  building  upon  the  lot.  The 
easterly  line  of  the  premises  conveyed  to  plaintiff  is  thus  given  in  the 
deed  :  "  Beginning  at  a  point  on  the  north  of  Buffalo  Street,  .  .  .  op- 
posite the  centre  of  the  brick  wall  which  said  party  of  the  first  part 
is  now  erecting  as  the  west  wall  of  a  block  of  stores  ;  thence  north- 
wardly through  the  centre  of  said  brick  wall  seventy-nine  feet."  In 
1855,  plaintiff  erected  a  three-story  building,  using  the  wall  as  the  east 
wall  thereof.  In  1856  the  defendants  acquired  title  from  the  executors 
of  Peck  to  the  balance  of  the  lot.  In  1866  they  added  two  additional 
stories  to  their  building,  —  building  up  the  part}'  wall  for  that  purpose. 
They  also  lowered  the  ceiling  of  the  upper  story  of  the  building,  as  it 
was,  some  six  feet,  letting  the  joists  into  the  old  wall,  and,  to  secure 
them,  passed  iron  anchors  through  the  wall,  fastened  on  the  west  face 
of  the  wall  by  nuts  and  plates.  The  anchors  were  inserted  with  the 
verbal  consent  of  plaintiff.  The  latter  gave  no  consent  to  raising  the 
wall.  After  the  addition  was  completed,  ice  and  snow  from  the  roof  of 
defendants'  building  fell  upon  plaintiffs  roof,  doing  some  damage. 

The  court  directed  the  dismissal  of  the  complaint,  and  judgment  was 
entered  accordingly. 

The  judgment  of  the  General  Term  was  as  follows:  "Judgment 
modified  so  as  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  maintaining  their  roof  in 
such  manner  and  of  such  construction  that  the  water  and  snow  from  it, 

i  See  Partridge  v.  Gilbert,  15  N.  Y.  601  ;  Hoffman  v.  Kuhn,  57  Miss.  746. 
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and  the  ice  formed  from  the  waters  falling  from  it,  descend  upon  the 
roof  of  the  plaintiffs  adjoining  building.  As  thus  modified,  judgment 
affirmed,  without  costs  of  this  appeal  to  either  part}'." 

James  G.  Cochrane,  for  the  appellant. 

W.  F.  Cogswell,  for  the  respondents. 

RAPALLO,  J.  The  deed  from  Everard  Peck  to  the  plaintiff  states 
that  the  wall  in  controversy  was,  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance,  being 
erected  by  Peck  as  the  west  wall  of  a  block  of  stores.  The  centre  line 
of  the  wall  is,  by  the  deed,  made  the  easterly  boundary  of  the  land  con- 
veyed, which  includes  the  land  on  which  the  westerly  half  of  the  wall 
stands.  It  appears  that  Peck's  stores  were  afterward  completed,  and 
the  plaintiff  erected  a  building  upon  his  own  lot,  using  the  wall  as  a  party 
wall,  and  inserting  in  it  the  joists  of  his  building.  Peck  afterward 
conveyed  to  the  defendant,  who  made  the  addition  to  the  height  of  the 
wall. 

"We  think  that  the  language  of  the  deed  and  the  acts  of  the  parties 
show  that  it  was  their  intention  that  the  wall  should  be  a  party  wall 
for  the  common  use  of  both  lots.  The  deed  states  that  Peck  was  at  the 
time  erecting  the  wall,  half  of  which  was  conveyed,  and  that  it  was  to 
be  the  west  wall  of  his  block.  This  implies  that  the  wall  was  not  then 
completed,  and  that  Peck  was  to  have  the  right  to  complete  it  and  use 
it  as  the  west  wall  of  his  block.  If  the  deed  is  to  be  treated  as  an  ab- 
solute conveyance,  free  from  any  reservation,  easement,  or  privilege  in 
the  co-owner  of  the  wall,  Peck  would  have  had  no  right  to  proceed  to 
complete  it,  or,  at  least,  that  part  which  was  beyond  his  line,  after  the 
conveyance.  It  cannot  be  supposed  that  such  was  the  intention  of  the 
parties.  Subsequently  to  this  conveyance  the  wall  has  been  used  for 
more  than  twenty  years  as  a  part}'  wall. 

Although  land  covered  by  a  party  wall  remains  the  several  property 
of  the  owner  of  each  half,  yet  the  title  of  each  owner  is  qualified  by  the 
easement  to  which  the  other  is  entitled ;  and  an  important  question  in 
this  case  is  whether  such  easement  includes  the  right  to  increase  the 
height  of  the  wall,  provided  such  increase  can  be  made  without  detri- 
ment to  the  strength  of  the  wall  or  to  the  property  of  the  adjacent 
owner. 

This  question,  in  the  absence  of  statutory  regulations  upon  the  sub- 
ject, does  not  seem  to  have  been  distinctly  settled  by  authority ;  but 
the  fact  appears  in  several  of  the  cases  relating  to  part}'  walls  that  the 
height  had  been  increased,  and  there  is  no  intimation  that  such  increase 
was  unlawful.  Matts  v.  Hawkins,  5  Taunton,  20,  was  an  action  of 
trespass.  The  plaintiff  had  added  to  the  height  of  a  party  wall,  and  the 
defendant  tore  down  tlfe  addition,  for  which  injury  the  plaintiff  brought 
trespass.  The  only  point  decided  was  that  the  parties  were  not  tenants 
in  common  of  the  land,  and  therefore  the  action  of  trespass  could  be 
maintained.  In  Campbell  v.  Mesier,  4  Johns.  Ch.  334,  a  party  wall, 
standing  equally  on  two  lots,  having  become  ruinous,  the  owner  on  one 
side,  against  the  will  and  in  spite  of  the  prohibition  of  the  adjacent 
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owner,  pulled  down  the  wall  and  rebuilt  it  higher  thar.  it  was  originally. 
It  was  held  that  the  adjacent  owner  was  bound  to  contribute  to  the  ex- 
pense of  the  new  wall,  but  not  to  the  extra  expense  of  making  it  higher 
than  the  old.  There  is  no  intimation  in  the  case  that  the  increase  of 
height  was  wrongful.  In  Partridge  v.  Gilbert,  15  N.  Y.  601,  the  new 
wall  built  by  the  defendant  was  not  only  higher,  but  its  foundations 
were  deeper  than  the  old  wall  which  it  replaced.  The  right  to  make 
these  additions  was  not,  however,  discussed  in  the  case,  and  perhaps 
there  was  no  occasion  to  discuss  it ;  the  action  being  brought  by  the 
tenant  of  the  adjacent  lot,  whose  goods  were  injured  in  making  the  re- 
pair, and  not  by  the  owner. 

In  Eno  v.  Del  Vecchio,  4  Duer,  53,  it  was  held  that  the  owner  on 
one  side  of  a  part}'  wall  mighr,  for  the  purpose  of  improving  his  own 
premises,  underpin  the  foundation  of  the  wall  and  sink  it  deeper  if  he 
could  do  so  without  injury  to  the  building  on  the  adjoining  lot ;  also, 
that  he  might  increase,  within  the  limits  of  his  own  lot,  the  thickness, 
length,  or  height  of  the  wall,  if  he  could  do  so  without  injury  to  the 
building  on  the  adjoining  lot.  Whether  he  could  raise  the  whole  party 
wall  higher,  or  whether  any  additional  elevation  must  be  wholly  within 
the  limits  of  his  own  lot,  the  court  expressly  declined  to  decide. 

We  think  that  the  right  of  either  of  the  adjacent  owners  to  in- 
crease the  height  of  a  party  wall,  when  it  can  be  done  without  injury 
to  the  adjoining  building,  and  the  wall  is  clearly  of  sufficient  strength 
to  safely  bear  the  addition,  is  necessaril}"  included  in  the  easement. 
Xo  adjudication  adverse  to  that  right  has  been  referred  to  by  coun- 
sel or  found  by  us.  Tho  ptu'ty  mailing  tli£Ladditiun  does  it  at  his  peril-f 
and  if  injury  results,  he  is  liable  for  all  damages.  He  must  insure  the 
safetv  of  the  operation.  But  when  safe,  it  should  be  allowed.  The  wall 
is  devoted  to  the  purpose  of  being  used  for  the  common  benefit  of  both 
tenements.  In  Hendricks  v.  Stark,  37  N.  Y.  106,  it  is  held  that  a 
party  wall  is  in  no  sense  a  legal  encumbrance  upon  either  property ; 
that  the  mutual  easements  of  adjoining  proprietors  in  such  walls  are  a 
mutual  benefit  to  each,  and  not  a  burden,  but  a  valuable  appurtenant 
which  passes  with  the  title  to  the  property.  This  is  undoubtedly  cor- 
rect, provided  each  party  is  allowed  to  derive  from  the  wall  all  the 
benefit  which  it  is  capable  of  affording  without  detriment  to  the  other. 
But  if,  though  of  sufficient  strength,  it  cannot  be  used  by  either  party 
in  increasing  the  height  of  his  building,  it  may  prove  a  serious  injury 
to  the  property  of  one  desiring  to  make  that  improvement,  —  an  improve- 
ment which  is  very  usual  and  often  very  necessary  in  crowded  cities. 
The  fairer  view,  and  the  one  generally  adopted  in  legislative  provisions 
on  the  subject  in  this  and  other  countries,  is  to  t*eat  a  party  wall  as  a 
structure  for  the  common  benefit  and  convenience  of  both  of  the  tene- 
ments which  it  separates,  and  to  permit  either  party  to  make  any  use 
of  it  which  he  may  require,  either  by  deepening  the  foundation  or  in- 
creasing the  height,  so  far  as  it  can  be  done  without  injury  to  the  other. 
The  party  making  the  change,  when  not  required  for  purposes  of  repair, 
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is  absolutely  responsible  for  any  damage  which  it  occasions  (Eno  v.  Del 
Vecchio,  6  Duer,  17)  ;  but  in  so  far  as  he  can  use  the  wall  in  the  improve- 
ment of  his  own  property,  without  injury  to  the  wall  or  the  adjoining  prop- 
ert}',  there  is  no  good  reason  why  he  should  not  be  permitted  to  do  so. 

The  judge  has  found  that  the  wall  was  sufficiently  strong  to  be  of  the 
increased  height  without  any  injury  thereto.  He  has  further  found  that 
the  carrying  up  of  the  wall,  under  claim  of  right,  was  with  the  knowl- 
edge of  and  without  objection  from  the  plaintiff;  and  that  the  anchors 
were  inserted  with  his  verbal  assent.  We  think  the  judge  was  right 
in  his  conclusion  of  law,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  relief,  so 
far  as  the  carrying  up  of  the  wall  and  insertion  of  the  anchors  were 
concerned. 

The  court  at  General  Term,  however,  modified  the  judgment  in  re- 
spect to  the  roof,  so  as  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  maintaining  it 
of  such  construction  as  to  cause  water,  snow,  and  ice  to  fall  upon  the 
roof  of  plaintiffs  building.  This  modification  is  not  appealed  from. 
In  making  it,  the  General  Term  necessarily  held  that  the  Special  Term 
should  not  have  dismissed  the  complaint,  but  should  have  granted  that 
part  of  the  relief  prayed  for  which  is  embraced  in  the  modification,  and 
should  have  denied  the  residue  ;  and  it  is  claimed  that  the  judgment  of 
the  General  Term  is  erroneous  in  affirming  the  dismissal  of  the  complaint 
with  the  modification  referred  to.  The  appellant  is  technical!}-  correct  in 
this  claim.  The  more  proper  form  would  have  been  simply  to  modif}-  the 
judgment,  and  render  such  judgment  as  the  Special  Term  should  have 
rendered.  But  the  objection  is  one  of  form  merety,  except  so  far  as  the 
question  of  the  costs  awarded  at  Special  Term  is  concerned.  This  being 
an  equitable  action,  costs  were  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  below  ;  and 
it  had  power,  either  at  Special  or  General  Term,  to  decree  costs  in  favor 
of  the  defendants,  although  some  part  of  the  relief  prayed  for  was 
granted.  We  will  not,  therefore,  disturb  the  judgment  on  that  ground. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

All  concur.  Judgment  affirmed. 


Artificial   Watercourses  and  Drains. 


WOOD  v.  SAUNDERS. 

CHANCERY.     1875. 
.      [Reported  L.  R.  10  Ch.  582.] 

BY  an  indenture  of  lease  dated  the  9th  of  June,  1870,  L.  B.  Knight 
Bruce  and  H.  Saunders  and  his  trustees  demised  to  William  Wood 
the  mansion  and  grounds  near  Roehampton,  called  the  Priory,  with 
the  out-offices,  gardens,  and  pleasure-grounds  thereto  belonging,  con- 
taining 9a.  2r.  8p.  or  thereabouts  ;  together  with  the  free  passage  and 
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running  of  water  and  soil  in  and  to  the  existing  cesspool,  and  in  and 
through  all  the  drains,  sewers,  and  watercourses  then  constructed  or 
thereafter  to  be  constructed  through  the  adjoining  pi-operty  of  the  said 
L.  B.  Knight  Bruce,  for  the  term  of  two  years  ;  and  by  the  same  inden- 
ture the  lessee  had  the  option  of  purchasing  the  premises  for  £10,000. 
The  lessee  exercised  that  option,  and  by  an  indenture  dated  the  2 1st  of 
May,  1872,  L.  B.  Knight  Bruce  and  the  trustee  of  a  term  granted  and 
released  unto  William  Wood,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  all  that  messuage 
or  mansion-house  situate  near  Roehampton,  in  the  parish  of  Putney,  in 
the  county  of  Surrey,  called  the  Priory,  being  the  hereditaments  com- 
prised in  the  thereinbefore  stated  lease  of  the  9th  of  June,  1870,  with 
the  out-offices,  stables,  buildings,  gardens,  and  pleasure-grounds  thereto 
belonging,  ....  together  with  the  free  running  of  water  and  soil  in  and 
to  the  existing  cesspool,  and  in  and  through  all  the  drains,  sewers,  and 
watercourses  constructed  or  thereafter  to  be  constructed  through  the 
adjoining  property  of  the  said  L.  B.  Knight  Bruce,  bis  heirs  or  assigns  ; 
and  together  with  all  buildings,  ditches,  ways,  sewers,  drains,  water- 
courses, liberties,  privileges,  easements,  and  appurtenances  whatsoever 
to  the  said  messuage  and  premises  belonging,  or  in  an}-  wise  appertain- 
ing, to  have  and  to  hold  the  hereditaments  and  premises  thereby  as- 
sured unto  and  to  the  use  of  W.  Wood,  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever. 

The  only  cesspool  then  existing  on  the  adjoining  propert}*  of  L.  B. 
Knight  Bruce  was  an  open  ditch  or  moat,  at  a  distance  of  150  yards 
from  the  Priory  House ;  and  the  only  drains,  sewers,  or  watercourses 
then  constructed  were  drains  which  convej'ed  the  water  or  soil  from  the 
Priory  House  to  the  above-mentioned  ditch  or  moat. 

At  the  dates  of  the  lease  and  of  the  conveyance  the  Priory  House 
was  adapted  for  about  twenty-five  inmates,  and  a  part  only  of  the  drain- 
age from  the  house  ran  into  the  ditch  or  moat.  In  1873  W.  Wood 
altered  the  drains  and  made  them  all  discharge  into  the  ditch  or  moat. 
He  also  enlarged  the  house  and  turned  it  into  a  lunatic  asylum,  in 
which  nearly  150  persons  were  resident.  The  consequence  was  a  large 
increase  in  the  volume  of  night-soil  and  drainage,  creating,  as  the 
defendant  Saunders  alleged,  an  intolerable  nuisance. 

The  defendant  Saunders  appeared  to  be  in  possession  of  the  cesspool 
in  question  and  of  the  other  lands  of  L.  B.  Knight  Bruce  under  an  agree- 
ment made  with  L.  B.  Knight  Bruce  for  granting  building  leases,  and 
had  taken  proceedings  against  the  plaintiff  Wood  in  respect  of  the  drains 
as  for  nuisance,  and  had,  as  the  plaintiff  alleged,  threatened  to  stop  up 
the  drains  from  the  Priory. 

The  plaintiff  thereupon  filed  the  bill  in  this  su^t  to  restrain  the  stop- 
ping up  of  the  drains. 

An  injunction  was  granted  on  motion  on  the  usual  undertaking  for 
damages. 

SIR  CHARLES  HALL,  V.  C.,  expressed  his  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendant  were  each  parti)-  right  and  parti}'  wrong.  The  question 
was  as  to  the  right  conferred  by  the  grant,  and  His  Honor  agreed  with 
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the  defendant  that  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  was  not  enlarged  by  the 
grant,  but  stood  as  it  was  at  the  date  of  the  lease.  1 

The  question,  therefore,  to  be  determined  was,  what  was  the  con-  J 
struction  of  the  lease  as  granting  a  right  during  the  continuance  of  that 
tenancy.  It  was  argued  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  that  it  was  not  to 
be  construed,  as  an  ordinary  grant,  most  strongly  as  against  the  grantor, 
but  that  the  onus  la}'  upon  the  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement  to  show 
that  he  had  the  right  irrespective  of  any  such  rule  of  construction.  But 
there  was  no  authority  cited  in  favor  of  that  proposition  as  applicable  to 
an  easement  created  by  grant.  The  cases  referred  to  were  cases  of 
easements  originating  by  user.  No  doubt  that  was  ordinarily  supposed 
to  be  under  a  grant ;  but  there  were  not  in  those  cases  the  terms  of  the 
grant  to  be  construed,  which,  according  to  the  ordinary  rule,  as  be- 
tween grantor  and  grantee  were  to  be  construed  most  strongly  against 
the  grantor. 

There  were,  however,  authorities  which  were  clearly  the  other  way. 
In  Williams  v.  James,  Law  Rep.  2  C.  P.  577,  582,  Mr.  Justice  Willcs 
expressly  laid  down  the  law  to  be  so  in  the  case  of  an  easement,  and 
the  Vice-Chancellor  Malins,  in  United  Land  Company  v.  Great  East- 
ern Hailway  Company,  Law  Rep.  17  Eq.  158,  162,  referring  to  the 
case  of  South  Metropolitan  Cemetery  Company  v.  Eden,  16  C.  B.  42, 
laid  down  the  same  rule  for  construing  grants  of  easements. 

In  this  deed,  however,  there  was  quite  enough  to  enable  the  court  to 
put  a  construction  upon  it  without  resorting  to  any  such  rule.  His 
Honor  then  stated  and  commented  on  the  words  of  the  deeds,  observ- 
ing that  in  the  conveyance  there  were  the  usual  general  words,  which 
were  almost  always  unmeaning,  and  sometimes  contained  a  reference  to 
easements  which  had  been  extinguished. 

The  defendant  had  denied  that  this  ditch  was  the  cesspool  in  ques- 
tion, but  in  that  on  the  evidence  he  had  failed.  He  had  also  failed  to 
prove  the  representations  which  he  alleged  had  been  made  to  him  by 
the  plaintiff  as  to  the  use  to  be  made  of  the  Priory.  There  had  been  a 
stipulation  in  the  lease  that  the  buildings  were  not  to  be  altered  without 
the  lessor's  consent,  which  was  never  asked  for.  The  right  to  the  pas- 
sage of  soil  was  not  an  unrestricted  right,  but  was  at  that  time  to  some 
extent  limited,  as  the  mansion-house  could  not  be  enlarged  without  the 
consent  of  the  lessor ;  and  it  must  be  held  that  the  grant  was  on  the 
same  terms  as  the  lease.  The  words  as  to  the  passage  of  soil  could  not 
be  held  to  apply  to  any  additions  to  the  buildings.  The  plaintiff,  there- 
fore, had  not  made  out  a  right  to  the  passage  of  soil  and  water  from  the 
building  in  its  enlarged  state.  It  had  been  said  that  the  right  must  be 
construed  with  regard  to  the  size  of  the  pipe  or  ditch  ;  but  there  was  no 
authority  for  that  proposition.  In  ascertaining  the  extent  of  the  right 
of  user  of  a  road  when  the  condition  of  the  adjoining  property  has  been 
altered,  the  fact  that  there  was  plenty  of  room  in  the  road  had  never 
been  taken  into  consideration.  The  right  must  be  measured  according 
to  the  principle  laid  down  by  Mr.  Justice  Willes  in  Williams  v.  James, 
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Law  Rep.  2  C.  P.  577,  as  a  reasonable  use  for  the  purpose  of  the  land 
in  the  condition  in  which  it  was  when  the  user  took  place  ;  that  is,  in 
the  case  of  this  mansion,  in  the  state  in  which  it  was  when  the  grant 
was  made.  The-matter  must,  however,  be  looked  at  reasonably,  and  no 
small  addition  to  the  house  wdurd^T)e"Tmpropei\~  Here~thBre-ia<;l  l>e«a 
a  very  large  increase. 

It  had  also  been  argued  that  the  easement  must  be  measured  by  the 
quantit}'  which  the  ditch  would  contain  ;  but  there  was  no  authority  for 
such  a  doctrine,  which  would  give  rise  to  very  difficult  questions.  Some 
similar  questions  might  no  doubt  arise  in  this  case,  as  the  owner  of  the 
easement  might  send  down  so  large  a  quantity  as  not  to  leave  room  for 
the  quantit}r  sent  b}*  the  owner  of  the  land  ;  but  this  would  probably  be 
of  much  less  importance. 

The  defendant  was  wrong  as  regarded  his  contention  as  to  the  cess- 
pool, and  the  plaintiff  was  right  in  his  claim  to  use  the  moat  or  ditch  as 
a  cesspool,  but  not  to  the  extent  to  which  he  had  claimed.  The  plain- 
tiff would  therefore  have  no  costs,  and  there  would  be  no  inquiry  as  to 
damages  suffered  by  the  defendant.1 

Mr.  Lindley,  Q.  C.,  Mr.  Tindal  Atkinson,  and  Mr.  J.  H.  B.  Broicne, 
for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Greene,  Q.  C.,  Mr.  Chitty,  Q.  C.,  and  Mr.  Warmington,  for  the 
defendant. 
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COMMON  PLEAS  DIVISION.     1877. 

[Reported  2  C.  P.  D.  239.] 

CLAIM.  That  in  June,  1875,  the  plaintiff  was  the  occupier  of  a  pub- 
lic-house, the  Old  Red  Lion,  No.  339,  Strand,  and  the  defendant  was 
the  occupier  of  No.  6,  Helmet  Court,  Strand,  which  adjoins  the  public- 
house  of  the  plaintiff.  Through  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  in  not 
keeping  in  a  proper  state  of  repair  the  drains,  parcel  of  his  said  house, 
large  quantities  of  the  water,  filth,  and  drainage  of  the  defendant  com- 
ing and  brought  by  him  in  and  upon  his  said  house  and  in  his  drains, 
and  which  were  entitled  to  flow  through  his  drains,  and  ought  to  have 

1  The  case  was  carried  to  the  Court  of  Appeal,  where  the  Lords  Justices  JAMES  and 
HELLISH  concurred  in  the  construction  which  the  Vice-Chancellor  had  put  upon  the 
grant,  but  ordered  the  decree  varied,  so  as  to  stand  as  follows  :  "  That  an  injunction  be         *~\ 
awarded  to  restrain  the  plaintiff  from  allowing  the  drainage  from  the  additional  build-       Lj  ?*-t 
ings  erected  by  him  to  go  into  the  cesspool  in  the  bill  mentioned.     Restrain  the  de-        ' 
fendant  from  preventing  the  free  passage  of  water  and  soil  into  the  existing  cesspool,     -rW  ••> 
being  the  moat  or  ditch  in  the  bill  mentioned.     No  inquiry  as  to  damages  ;  no  costs  to  , 
either  party." 

See  Darlington  v.  Painter,  7  Pa.  473  ;  Noyes  v.  Hemphill,  58  N.  H.  536.     Cf.  Jeit 
r.ison  v.  Walker,  11  Gray,  423  ;  Onthank  v.  Lake  Shore  R.  R.  Co.,  71  N.  Y. 
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flowed  through  the  same  into  the  common  sewer  without  causing  am- 
inconvenience  to  the  plaintiff,  ran  and  flowed  from  the  drains,  &c.,  of 
the  defendant  into  and  upon  the  said  public-house  of  the  plaintiff  and 
the  cellars  of  the  plaintiff  therein,  and  flooded,  damaged,  and  injured 
the  stock-in-trade,  &c.  Claim,  £300. 

The  defence  denied  that  the  defendant  did  not  keep  in  a  proper  state 
of  repair  his  house,  No.  6,  Helmet  Court,  Strand,  or  the  water-pipes, 
drains,  &c.,  or  that  he  was  guilty  of  negligence  in  respect  of  any  of  the 
same ;  and  also  denied  the  damage  to  the  plaintiff. 

At  the  trial  before  Blackburn,  J.,  at  the  last  Trinity  Sittings  at 
Westminster,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  were 
respectively  tenants  and  occupiers  of  adjoining  houses,  as  stated  in  the 
claim.  Under  the  premises  of  the  defendant  was  an  old  drain  which 
passed  thence  through  several  other  houses,  receiving  the  sewage  of 
each,  then  turned  back  through  the  defendant's  premises,  passed  under 
the  plaintiff's  cellar,  and  thence  away  to  a  public  sewer.  The  fact  of 
the  drain  turning  back  through  his  premises  was  unknown  to  the  de- 
fendant, nor  was  he  aware  that  it  was  out  of  repair ;  but,  by  reason  of 
the  defective  state  from  age  and  want  of  repair  of  the  return-drain 
under  the  defendant's  premises,  the  water  and  sewage  from  it  flowed 
through  the  party-wall  into  the  plaintiff's  premises,  and  caused  the 
damage  complained  of. 

The  jury  found  that  the  defective  state  of  the  drain  was  not  attribu- 
table to  am-  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant ;  and  they  assessed 
the  damages  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  at  £30. 

Talfourd  Salter,  Q.  C.,  moved  for  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for 
the  damages  found  by  the  jury. 

Jtobinson,  Serjt,  and  Shortt,  showed  cause. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  (DENMAN  and  LINDLEY,  JJ.)  was  delivered 

by 

DENMAN,  J.  The  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  in  this  case  are  tenants 
and  occupiers  of  adjoining  houses  ;  and  the  plaintiff,  upon  the  facts  and 
findings  of  the  jury,  now  complains  of  injuries  caused  to  his  premises 
and  stock-in-trade  by  water  and  sewage  coming  into  his  cellar  from  the 
defendant's  premises.  The  jury  have  found  in  effect  that  the  injuries 
complained  of  were  so  caused,  and  have  assessed  the  damages  sus- 
tained by  the  plaintiff  at  £30.  The  plaintiff  has  moved  for  judgment 
for  the  amount  of  the  damages  so  assessed. 

The  facts  relied  on  as  a  defence  to  the  action  are  in  substance  as 
follows :  —  An  old  drain  which  commenced  on  the  defendant's  premises 
and  received  his  sewage,  ran  under  and  received  the  sewage  of  several 
other  houses,  turned  back  through  the  defendant's  premises,  ran  under 
the  plaintiffs  cellar,  and  then  away  to  a  main  sewer.  This  .drain  was 
not  known  to  the  defendant  to  turn  back  and  run  through  his  premises 
under  those  of  the  plaintiff,  and  was  not  known  to  be  out  of  repair.  It 
was.  however,  in  fact,  out  of  repair  by  reason  of  age  and  wear  and  tear  ; 
and  its  defective  state  under  the  defendant's  premises  was  the  real  cause 
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of  the  mischief.  The  jury  found  that  the  defective  state  of  the  drain 
was  not  attributable  to  any  negligence  of  the  defendant. 

Upon  these  facts,  it  is  to  be  observed  at  the  outset  that  the  water  and 
sewage  which  injured  the  plaintiff  came  on  to  the  defendant's  land  by 
an  artificial  drain,  made  for  the  convenience  of  the  defendant  and  the 
other  persons  whose  houses  were  higher  up.  We  have  not,  therefore, 
to  deal,  as  the  court  had  in  Smith  v.  Kenrick,  7  C.  B.  515  ;  18  L.  J. 
C.  P.  172,  with  the  case  of  water  or  other  matter  coming  naturally 
from  or  through  the  defendant's  land  on  to  the  plaintiffs.  Bearing  this 
in  mind,  it  appeal's  to  us  that  it  is  incumbent  on  the  defendant  to  show 
what  right  he  had  to  allow  the  filth  brought  artificially  on  his  land  to 
escape  on  to  the  land  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  prima  facie  right  of  every  occupier  of  a  piece  of  land  is  to  enjoy 
that  land  free  from  all  invasion  of  filth  or  other  matter  coming  from  any 
artificial  structure  on  land  adjoining.  He  ma}'  be  bound  by  prescrip- 
tion or  otherwise  to  receive  such  matter ;  but  the  burden  of  showing 
that  he  is  so  bound  rests  on  those  who  seek  to  impose  an  easement 
upon  him.  Moreover,  this  right  of  every  occupier  of  land  is  an  inci- 
dent of  possession,  and  does  not  depend  on  the  acts  or  omissions  of 
other  people  ;  it  is  independent  of  what  the}*  ma}'  know  or  not  know  of 
the  state  of  their  own  property,  and  independent  of  the  care  or  want 
of  care  which  the}"  may  take  of  it. 

That  these  are  the  rights  of  an  occupier  of  land  appears  to- us  to  be 
established  by  the  cases  of  Smith  v.  Kenrick,  1  C.  B.  515  ;  18  L.  J. 
C.  P.  172;  Baird  v.  Williamson,  15  C.  B.  N.  S.  376.;  33  L.  J. 
C.  P.  101  ;  Fletcher  v.  Rylands,  3  H,  &  C.  774 ;  Law  Rep.  1  Ex. 
265  ;  Law  Rep.  3  H.  L.  330,  and  the  older  authorities  there  referred 
to  ;  and  the  receut  decision  of  JBroder  v.  Saillard,  2  Ch,  D.  692. 

In  the  present  case  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  receive  sewage  from 
the  defendant's  land  through  the  old  drain,  but  not  otherwise  ;  he  was 
not  bound  to  receive  it  through  the  surrounding  earth  or  the  party  wall, 
through  which  in  fact  it  came.  Further,  as  the  plaintiff  was  the  occu- 
pier of  a  servient  tenement,  he  was  clearly  not  bound  to  repair  the 
drain  on  any  of  the  dominant  tenements.  The  plaintiffs  rights,  there- 
fore, have  been  infringed,  and  the  loss  he  has  sustained  cannot  be  said 
to  be  damnum  absque  iiyuria.  (See  the  note  to  Ashby  v.  White  in  1 
Sm.  L.  C.  284,  7th  ed.) 

But  the  question  still  remains,  Has  the  defendant  infringed  those 
rights,  and  is  he  the  person  liable  for  the  infringement?  It  is  said  this 
case  is  not  like  Tenant  v.  Goldwin,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1089  ;  1  Salk.  360 ; 
or  Fletcher  v.  Rylands,  because  in  both  of  those  cases  the  defendant 
himself  brought  on  his  land  that  which  occasioned  the  mischief; 
whereas  in  this  case  the  defendant  received  the  sewage,  and  was 
bound  so  to  do.  So  far,  however,  as  we  can  judge,  some  of  the  sewage 
must  in  fact  have  come  from  the  defendant's  own  premises  in  the  first 
instance.  But  even  if  this  is  not  to  be  taken  as  proved,  we  are  of 
opinion  that,  as  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  it  was  the 
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defendant's  duty  to  keep  the  sewage,  which  lie  was  himself  bound  to 
receive,  from  passing  from  his  own  premises  to  the  plaintiffs  premises 
otherwise  than  along  the  old  accustomed  channel.  This  duty  is  inci- 
dental to  the  defendant's  possession  of  land  (see  Russell  v.  Shenton, 

3  Q.  B.  449),  and  is  the  necessary  consequence  of  the  right  of  the  plain- 
tiff.    That  duty,  like  its  correlative  right,  is  independent  of  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  independent  of  his  knowledge  or 
ignorance  of  the  existence  of  the  drain.     The  duty  of  the  defendant 
himself  to  receive  the  sewage  evidently  did  not  depend  on  such  knowl- 
edge ;  and  the  fact  that  he  unknowingly  received  it,  affords  no  justifica- 
tion for  allowing  it  to  escape  in  a  manner  in  which  he  had  no  right  to 
let  it  pass.     Fletcher  v.  Rylands  is  a  strong  authority  to  show  that  this 
conclusion  is  correct ;  for  although  in  that  case  the  defendant  knew  of 
the  existence  of  his  reservoir,  he  did  not  know  that  the  ground  under- 
neath it  was  in  such  a  state  as  to  render  its  existence  dangerous  ;  and 
it  was  strenuously  but  ineffectually  urged  that  he  could  not  be  liable  in 
respect  of  damage  caused  by  a  state  of  things  of  which  he  knew  noth- 
ing.    Bell  v.  Twentyman,  1  Q.  B.  766,  is  a  strong  authority  to  the  like 
effect.     Indeed,  if  it  be  once  established  that  the  plaintiffs  rights  have 
been  infringed  by  the  defendant,  and  that  the  plaintiff  has  been  thereby 
damnified,  the  fact  that  the  defendant  infringed  them  unknowingly  and 
without  negligence  cannot  avail  him  as  a  defence  to  an  action  by  the 
plaintiff.     (See   Lambert  v.  Bessey,  Sir  T.  Raym.  421.)     In  short,  we 
think  that  the  true  doctrine  is  contained  in  the  following  passage  of 
the  judgment  of  Blackburn,  J.,  in  the  case  of  Hodgkinson  v.  JEJnnor, 

4  B.  &  S.  at  p.  241  ;  32  L.  J.  Q.  B.  at  p.  236  :  —  "  I  take  the  law  to 
be  as  stated  in  Tenant  v.  G-oldwin,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1089  ;  Salk.  21,  360 ; 
6  Mod.  311  ;  Holt,  500,  that  you  must  not  injure  the  property  of  your 
neighbor,  and  consequently,  if  filth  is  created  on  any  man's  land,  then, 
in  the  quaint  language  of  the  report  in  Salk.  361,  'he  whose  dirt  it  is 
must  keep  it  that  it  may  not  trespass.'  " 

The  case  of  Hammond  v.  St.  Pancras  Vestry,  Law  Rep.  9  C.  P. 
316,  which  was  relied  upon  03-  the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  appears 
to  us  to  have  no  real  bearing  upon  the  present  case,  inasmuch  as  the 
whole  argument  and  decision  of  that  case  turned  upon  the  effect  of  the 
clauses  of  a  particular  Act  of  Parliament  imposing  certain  duties  upon 
a  public  bod}' ;  and  no  question  arose  as  to  the  common  law  liability  of 
the  occupiers  of  adjoining  premises.  (See  the  judgment  of  Brett,  J., 
Law  Rep.  9  C.  P.  at  p.  322.) 

It  was  contended  that  the  present  case  was  governed  by  Ross  v. 
Fedden,  Law  Rep.  7  Q.  B.  661 ;  but  that  was  a  case  in  which  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  defendant  occupied  separate  stories  in  the  same  house  ;  and 
it  was  express!}'  distinguished  from  a  case  like  the  present,  which  de- 
pends simply  on  those  principles  of  law  which  regulate  the  rights  and 
duties  of  occupiers  of  adjacent  pieces  of  land.  The  case  of  Carstairs 
v.  Taylor,  Law  Rep.  6  Ex.  217,  is  also  clearly  distinguishable  on  the 
same  ground. 
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The  question  whether  the  defendant  was  bound,  as  between  himself 
and  the  plaintiff,  to  repair  the  drain,  or  so  much  of  it  as  ran  under  the 
defendant's  land,  was  much  discussed,  but  does  not  really  arise  ;  for 
the  plaintiffs  cause  of  action  as  finally  relied  upon  is,  not  that  the  de- 
fendant omitted  to  repair  the  drain,  but  that  he  omitted  to  prevent  the 
sewage  on  his  land  from  coming  on  the  plaintiff's  land  otherwise  than 
as  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  receive  it.  If  the  defendant  had  prevented 
the  sewage  from  so  coming,  the  plaintiff  would  have  had  no  cause  of 
action,  whether  the  drain  was  repaired  by  the  defendant  or  not. 

The  defendant  may  perhaps  be  entitled,  as  between  himself  and  the 
owners  and  occupiers  of  the  other  dominant  tenements,  to  call  upon 
them  to  contribute  to  the  expenses  of  keeping  his  and  their  common 
dram  in  repair ;  and  it  may  be  that  the  plaintiff  might  have  sued  all 
those  owners  or  occupiers  (including  the  defendant)  for  the  damage 
which  he  has  sustained  by  reason  of  such  non-repair.  But  even  if  the 
plaintiff  could  have  sued  them  all,  he  was  not,  in  our  opinion,  bound  to 
do  so :  he  was  not  bound  to  rest  his  case  on  his  ability  to  establish  a 
duty  on  them  to  repair  the  drain,  and  a  breach  of  such  duty  by  all  who 
used  it. 

Lastly,  it  was  contended  that,  as  the  defendant  was  only  a  tenant, 
and  not  an  owner,  he  was  not  responsible  ;  but  he  was  in  point  of  law 
tenant  in  possession,  not  only  of  the  surface,  but  of  whatever  was  be- 
neath it,  and  as  such  responsible  to  the  plaintiff  (see  Russell  v.  Shen- 
ton,  3  Q.  B.  449) ;  and  he  could  himself  have  maintained  an  action  for 
any  invasion  of  such  possession. 

For  these  reasons  our  judgment  is  for  the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


D.    Ways. 

HOWELL  v.  KING. 
COMMON  PLEAS.     1674. 

[Reported  1  Mod.  190.] 

TRESPASS  for  driving  cattle  over  the  plaintiffs  ground.  The  case 
was :  A.  hag  a.  way  nvej  "R '°  gi-^n^ri  tr>  R]apk  ACVPIX  a.nd  djives  his 
beasts  over  B.'s  ground  to  Black  Acre,  and  then  to  another  place  lying 
beyond  Black  Acre!  And,  Whether  this  was  lawful  or  no?  was  the 
qu  estion7~upoTr  "aTclem  u  rrer . 

It  was  urged,  That  when  his  beasts  were  at  Black  Acre,  he  might 
drive  them  whither  he  would. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  said,  That  by  this  means  the  defendant 
might  purchase  a  hundred  or  a  thousand  acres  adjoining  to  Black  Acre, 
to  which  he  prescribes  to  have  a  way  u  b}r  which  means  th 
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would  lose  the  benefit  of  his  land :  and  that  a  prescription  presupposed 
a  grant,  and  ought  to  be  continued  according  to  the  intent  of  its 
original  creation. 

THE  WHOLE  COURT  agreed  to  this.  —  And  judgment  was  given  for 
the  plaintiff.1 


TAYLOR  v.  WHITEHEAD. 
KING'S  BENCH.     1781. 

[Reported  2  Doug.  745.] 
TRESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  the  close  of  the  plaintiff,  at  the 


parish  of  Otley,  in  Yorkshire.  The  defendant  pleaded  :  1.  The  general 
issue  ;  2.  A  right  of  way,  by  prescription,  through  a  lane  of  the  plain- 

^-^'tiff's  contiguous  to  the  locus  in  quo,  to  Otley  Bridge  on  the  River 
Wharfe  :  that  the  tenants  and  occupiers  of  the  locus  in  quo  were,  from 
time  whereof,  &c.,  by  reason  of  their  tenure,  bound  to  repair  the  lane, 
and  the  banks  thereof  next  to  the  river;  that,  at  the  several  times 
when,  &c.,  the  lane  was  out  of  repair  and  overflowed  with  water,  so  that 
'  the  defendant  could  not  use  the  way  without  imminent  danger  of  the 

JL^  loss  of  his  life,  and  goods  ;  and  that  he  necessarily  went  into,  through, 
and  over  the  locus  in  quo,  as  near  to  his  said  way  as  he  possibly  could, 

as  it  was  lawful  for  him  to  do  for  the  cause  aforesaid  ;   3.  That  the 
1   **""» 

locus,  &c.,  lay  contiguous  to  a  lane  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  the  said 

4-Mlane  was  adjoining  to  the  River  Wharfe  ;  that  the  defendant  had  a  right 
of  way,  b}-  prescription,  through  and  over  the  lane  ;  and  that,  because 
the  lane  and  way  were  overflowed  with  water  from  the  said  river  so 
~.  much  that  the  defendant  could  not  at  the  several  times,  &c.,pass  or  re- 
pass,  he  did  necessarily  go  out  of  the  said  way,  as  near  to  the  said  way 
as  he  possibly  could,  into,  through,  and  over,  &c. 

The  plaintiff  having  traversed  the  prescription  to  repair  laid  in  the 
first  special  plea,  and  the  right  of  waj*  laid  in  the  last,  the  cause  came 
on  to  be  tried,  before  Lord  Loughborough,  at  the  Summer  Assizes  for 
Yorkshire,  1780;  and  the  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  general 
issue  and  the  first  special  plea,  and  for  the  defendant  on  the  last. 

Afterwards,  Fearnly  obtained  a  rule  to  show  cause  why  the  plaintiff 
should  not  be  at  liberty  to  enter  up  judgment  on  that  issue,  as  well  as 
f^^the  others,  notwithstanding  the  finding  of  the  jury,   on  the  ground 
]    v  that,  in  point  of  law,  although  the  defendant  had  the  right  of  way 

throagh  the  plaintiff's  close,  he  was  not  entitled  to  go  upon  the  adjoiu- 
ing  land  of  the  plaintiff  when  the  way  was  out  of  repair. 

l  See  Skull  v.  Glenister,  16  C.  B.  N.  S.  81;  Davenport  v.  Lamson,  21  Pick.  72  ; 
French  v.  Marstin,  32  N.  H.  316  ;  Kirkham  v.  Sharp,  1  Whart.  323  ;  Lewis  v.  Car- 
stairs,  6  Whart.  193. 


BALLARD   V.   DYSON.  235 

Lee,  Davenport,  and  Wood,  for  the  defendant. 

Walker,  Serjt.,  for  the  plaintiff. 

LORD  MANSFIELD.  The  question  is  upon  the  grant  of  this  way. 
Now,  it  is  not  laid  to  be  a  grant  of  a  way,  general!}',  over  the  land, 
but  of  a  precise  specific  waj*.  The  grantor  says,  You  may  go  in  this 
particular  line,  but  I  do  not  give  you  a  right  to  go  either  on  the  right  or 
left.  I  entirely  agree  with  my  Brother  Walker,  that,  by  common  law, 
he  who  has  the  use  of  a  thing  ought  to  repair  it.  The  grantor  may 
bind  himself ;  but  here  he  has  not  done  it.  He  has  not  undertaken  to 
provide  against  the  overflowing  of  the  river ;  and.  for  aught  that  ap- 
pears, that  may  have  happened  by  the  neglect  of  the  defendant.  High- 
ways are  governed  by  a  different  principle.  They  are  for  the  public 
service  ;  and  if  the  usual  tract  is  impassable,  it  is  for  the  general  good 
that  people  should  be  entitled  to  pass  in  another  line. 

WILLES  and  ASHHURST,  JJ.,  of  the  same  opinion. 

BULLER,  J.  If  this  had  been  a  wa}'  of  necessity,  the  question  would 
have  required  consideration  ;  but  it  is  not  so  pleaded.  It  does  not  ap- 
pear that  the  defendant  had  no  other  road.  There  can  be  no  ground 
for  a  repleader,  for  the  plea  is  substantial!}'  bad  ;  there  is  no  fact  alleged 
in  it  which  it  could  serve  any  purpose  to  deny,  or  go  to  issue  upon. 

The  rule  made  absolute.1 


BALLARD   v.   DYSON.  O 
COMMON  PLEAS.     1808. 
[Reported  1  Taunt.  279.] 

IN  replevin  the  defendant  avowed  taking  a  heifer  damage  feasant. 
The  plaintiff  pleaded  a  right  of  way  to  pass  and  repass  with  cattle  from 
a  public  street  through  and  along  a  certain  yard  and  way  adjoining  to 
the  said  place,  in  which,  &c.,  towards  and  unto  certain  premises  in  his 
own  occupation,  as  appurtenant  thereto,  at  all  times,  1.  b}- prescription  ; 
2.  by  a  grant  from  a  person  in  whom  he  supposed  the  seisin  in  fee,  as 
well  of  the  yard  and  way,  as  of  the  plaintiff's  premises,  to  have  been 
united.  The  defendant,  in  his  replication,  took  issue  upon  these  rights 
of  way.  Upon  the  trial  of  this  cause,  at  Hertford  Summer  Assizes, 
1807,  before  Mansfield,  C.  J.,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff's  building 

1  Part  of  the  case  relating  to  a  point  of  practice  is  omitted. 

When  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement  has  obstructed  a  way,  the  owner  of  the 
dominant  tenement  may  deviate.  Selby  v.  Nettle/old,  L.  R.  9  Ch.  Ill  (see  contra,  Wil- 
liams v.  Sa/ord,  7  Barb.  309).  In  Selby  v.  Nettlefold  there  was  a  defined  way.  The 
law  has  been  held  the  same  in  the  United  States.  Farnum  v.  Plait,  8  Pick.  339  ; 
Leonard  v.  Leonard,  2  All.  543  ;  Kent  v.  JitdMns,  53  Me.  160  ;  but  in  none  of  these 
was  the  way  denned,  except  by  ordinary  use.  See  Haley  v.  Colcord,  59  N.  H.  7,  and 
cf.  Hamilton  v.  White,  5  N.  Y.  9. 
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had  anciently  been  a  barn,  but  bad  not  been  used  as  such  for  a  groat 
Z_/£7£jnny  years  ;  that  the  folding  doors  of  it  opened  not  to  the  plaintiffs 
(/  J?       yard,  but  to  a  highway  ;  for  man}-  years  it  had  been  converted  to  the 
purposes  of  a  stable  ;    the  last  preceding  occupier,  who  was  a  pork- 
butcher,  had  used  it  as  a  slaughter-house  for  slaughtering  his  hogs,  and 
the  present  occupier,  who  was  a  butcher,  used  it  as  a  slaughter-house 
for  slaughtering  oxen.     The  yard  in  question,  along  which  the  right  of 
way  to  these  premises  was  claimed,  was  a  narrow  passage,  bounded  by 
a  row  of  houses  on  each  side,  the  doors  of  which  opened  into  it  :  when 
a  cart  and  horse  was  driven  through  it,  the  foot-passengers  could  not 
the  carriage,  but  were  compelled,  on  account  of  the  narrowness,  to 
retreat  into  the  houses  ;  and  they  would  be  exposed  to  considerable 
danger  if  they  were  to  meet  horned  cattle  driven  through  it.     It  was 
in  evidence  that  the  preceding  occupier  had  been  accustomed  to  drive 
f"at  hogs  that  way  to  his  slaughter-house  ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  had 
i^^n/^been  accustomed  to  drive  a  cart,  the  only  carriage  which  he  possessed, 
*^'  usually  drawn  by  a  horse,  but  in  one  or  two  instances  by  an  ox,  along 

n  /  jni  .£»<,  this  passage  to  his  barn,  where  he  kept  his  cart;  there  was  then  no 
k  f/*^T  other  way  to  it.  He  had  lately  begun  to  drive  fat  oxen  that  way  to  the 
*~JT~*  premises  for  the  purpose  of  killing  them  there  ;  but  there  was  no  evi- 
ww-  dence  of  any  other  user  than  this  of  the  way  for  cattle.  No  deed  of 

grant  was  produced.     The  defendant  produced  no  evidence  that  he  had 
ever  interrupted   the  occupiers  of  the  plaintiffs  premises  in   driving 
Q^Z-*-    cattle  there,  nor  that  they  had  been  usually  possessed  of  horned  cattle 
*)  which  had  not  been  driven  that  way  ;  he  admitted  that  there  was  suffi- 

2  Q^Jl  l/r^-dent  evidence  of  a  right  of  way  for  all  manner  of  carriages.     It  did 
,  'hot  appear  at  what  period  the  houses  adjoining  the  way  had  been  built. 
-A-J"  'i^^Best,  Serjt.,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended  that  a  way  for  all  manner  of 
'    trA   A^LSF0^*®68  necessarily  included  a  right  of  way  for  all  manner  of  cattle  ; 
/'.        and  therefore  proved  the  prescription.     Mansfield,  C.  J.,  told  the  jury, 
"      that  inasmuch  as  this  was  a  private,  and  not  a  public  way,  the}-  were 
not  to  conclude  that  a  man  might  not  grant  a  right  of  way  to  pass  with 
horses  and  carts,  and  yet  preclude  the  grantee  from  passing  with  all 
•    ff  manner  of  cattle  ;  and  the  degree  of  inconvenience  which  would  attend 
* 


""Do   */>      the  larger  grant  in  this  case,  furnished  an  argument  against  the  proba- 
t^1^  bility  of  it.     He  directed  them,  therefore,  to  say  whether  there  was 
sufficient  evidence  of  a  right  of  way  to  drive  cattle  loose,  or  whether 
/they  would  consider  the  grant  or  prescription  as  only  co-extensive  with 
the  use  that  had  been  made  of  it.     The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the 


_  in  Michaelmas  Terra  last  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for 
a  new  trial, 

-  TV1-     /Shepherd,  Serjt.,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  showed  cause. 
c\^  I      Best,  contra. 

fVJfci^^-Xj 

Yto  ^  MANSFIELD,  C.  J.,  having  adverted  to  the  facts  of  the  case,  observed 

.    *\0^   that  in  general  a  public  highway  is  open  to  cattle,  though  it  may  be  so 
unfrequented  that  no  one  has LiSeen  an  instance  of  their  going  there ; 


BALLARD   V.    DYSON.  237 


but  the  presumption  would  be  for  cattle  as  well  as  carriages,  otherwise 

cattle  could  not  be  driven  from  one  part  of  the  kingdom  to  another. 

The  authority  cited  from    Hawkins  only  refers  to  Co.  Lit.,   and   the 

passage  in  Co.   Lit.   does  not  prove  that  Lord  Coke  was  of  opinion 

that  in  the  case  of  a  private  way,  which  must  originate  in  a  grant,  of/-.  O(cy( 

which,  the  grant  itself  being  lost,  usage  alone  indicates  the  extent,  evi-     /^ 

dence  of  a  limited  user  could  not  be  received  to  restrict  the  usual  im/jQU 

port  of  the  grant.     The  general  description  given  by  Lord  Coke  doesr^/ 

not  seem  to  touch  the  question.     He  refers  to  Bracton,  lib.  4,  fol.  232,  OW 

who  only  says,  "  there  are  iter,  actus,  and  via y"  but  says  not  a  wor 

to  explain  the  meaning  of  either,  or  the  difference  between  them. 

can  I  find  in  any  of  the  books,  nor  even  in  any  nisi  prius  case,  any 

decision  that  throws  light  upon  the  subject.     A  parson  has  the  via  or 

aditus  over  a  farm  with  carts  to  bring  home  his  tithe ;  but  he  can  use  f) 

it  for  no  other  purpose.     I  have  always  considered  it  as  a  matter  o£|/^€->T^M 

evidence,  and  a  proper  question  for  a  jury,  to  find  whether  a  right  of ,~ 

way  for  cattle  is  to  be  presumed  from  the  usage  proved  of  a  cart- way.      VVA-""/X< 

Consequent!}",  although  in  certain  cases  a  general  way  for  the  carriages 

may  be  good  evidence  from  which  a  jury  may  infer  a  right  of  this  kind, 

yet  it  is  only  evidence ;  and  they  are  to  compare  the  reasons  which 

the}-  have  for  forming  an  opinion  on  either  side.     As  well  at  the  trial, 

as  since,  I  have  thought  that  there  might  often  be  good  reasons  why  a 

man  should  grant  a  right  of  carriage-way,  and  yet  no  way  for  cattle. 

That  would  be  the  case  where  a  person  who  lived  next  to  a  mews  m 

London  should  let  a  part  of  his  own  stable  with  a  right  of  carriage-way 

to  it,  which  could  be  used  with  very  little,  if  any,  inconvenience  to  him- 

self;  yet  there  it  would  be  a  monstrous  inference  to  conclude  that  if  a 

butcher  could  establish  a  slaughter-house  at  the  inner  end  of  the  mews 

without  being  indictable  for  a  nuisance,  he  might  therefore  drive  horned 

cattle  to  it,  which  would  be  an  intolerable  annoyance  to  the  grantor. 

So  cases  may  exist  of  a  grant  of  land,  where,  from  the  nature  of  the     A\.  <L-Q. 

premises,  permission  must  be  given  to  drive  a  cart  to  bring  corn  or  n 

the  like,  and  that  right  might  be  exercised  without  any  inconvenience   I  ^  H 

to  •  the  grantor ;   but   it  does   not  follow   that  cattle   may  be  driven 

there.    The  inconvenience  in  this  case  is  a  strong  argument  against  the 

probability  of  the   larger  grant.      The  defendant  was  the   proprietor 

of  all   these   houses.      My  Brother   Chambre   mentioned   the  case  of 

a  public  way,  restricted  to  carriages  only,  in  which  some  public  notice 

was  affixed  to  caution  the  public  that  there  was  xio  drift-way,  and 

thought  that  the  absence  of  such  notice  in  this  c&-se  was  an  argument 

against  the  probability  of  the  restricted  grant.     This  notice  might  be 

requisite  in  a  public  way,  but  in  a  private  way,  out  of  which  cattle  were 

excepted,  the  grantor  might  reasonably  think  it  unnecessary  to  give  his 

grantee  notice  of  that,  of  which  he  must  already  be  conusant ;  he  might 

justly  suppose  that  the  grantee,  knowing  the  nature  of  his  right,  would 

not  attempt  to  use  the  way  otherwise  than  according  to  his  grant.     I 

•°an  find  no  case  in  which  it  has  been  decided  that  „ a  carriage-way 


essarily  implies  a  drift-way,  though  it  appears  sometimes  to  have  been 
taken  for  granted.  I  speak  with  doubt,  because  my  Brother  Chambre 
is  of  a  different  opinion  ;  but  I  incline  to  hold  that  the  verdict  ought  not 
to  be  disturbed. 

HEATH,  J.     This  is  a  prescription  for  a  way  for  cattle,  and  a  carriage- 
way is  proved.     A  carriage-way  will  comprehend  a  horse-wa}*,  but  not 
a  drift- waj'.     All  prescriptions  are   stricti  juris.     Some  prescriptions 
.        Jp1  are  for  a  way  to  market,  others  for  a  way  to  church,  and  in  the  ancient 
entries,  both  in  Rastal  and  Clift,  the  pleadings  are  ver}'  particular  in 


stating  their  claims.     In  Rastal,  tit.  Quod  permittat,  the  distinction  is 
clearly  seen.     Sometimes  there  is  a  carriage- wa}T  qualified.     One  claim 
is  remarkable,  fugare  quadraginta  averia.     The  usage  then  in  this 
*s  evidence  of  a  very  different  grant  from  that  which  is  claimed, 
namely,  to  drive  fat  oxen,  —  animals  dangerous  in  their  nature,  and 
there  might  be  very  good  reason  to  except  out  of  a  grant  of  a 
way  through  a  closely  inhabited  neighborhood.     The  jury  having  heard 
*<\  r^-4he  evidence,  and  formed  their  opinion  upon  it,  I  am  not  prepared  to 
^-~N/_^p8a3'  that  the  vei>dict  shall  not  stand. 

\      »  LAWRENCE,  J.     I  should  have  been  as  well  satisfied  if  the  verdict  had 

been  the  other  way,  but  as  the  jury  have  decided  upon  the  evidence,  I 
am  unwilling  to  disturb  their  verdict.  This  is  the  case  of  a  prescrip- 
tive  private  way,  which  presumes  a  grant:  the  question  then  is,  What 
was  the  grant  in  this  case  ?  That  is  to  be  collected  from  the  use ;  for 
it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  use  has  been  according  to  the  grant.  A 
)  0  Ll  \1  &rant  °f  a  carriage-wa}'  has  not  alwa}*s  been  taken  to  include  a  drift- 
't/~^-  ^  way.  In  the  entries  are  cases  of  prescription,  not  for  carriages  only, 
i  l^J  but  for  cattle  also.  Co.  Ent.  5,  6.  Quod  permittat  ad  carriandum 
T  r  et  recarriandum  blada,  fcehum,  et  fimum,  ac  omnia  alia  necessaria 

sua,  cum  carris  et  carectis  suis,  et  adfugandum  omnia  et  omnimoda 
averia  sua.     The  person  who  drew  that  entry  certainly  did  not  con- 
Delude  that  a  carriage-way  included  a  drift-way  for  cattle.    The  use 
proved  here,  is  of  a  carriage- wa}' :  the  grant  is  not  shown,  and  the  ex- 
tent  of  it  can  only  be  known  from  the  use.     If  the  use  had  been  con- 
^  fined  to  a  carriage-way,  I  should  have  had  no  difficulty  whatever  in 
^.saA'ing  that  it  afforded  no  evidence  of  a  way  for  horned  cattle  ;  for  till 
they  were  driven  there,  no  opposition  could  be  made,  nor  the  limitation 
of  the  right  shown ;  but  pigs  have  been  driven  that  wa}",  and  stress  is 
laid  upon  this  circumstance.     That  then  may  be  good  proof  of  a  right 
to  drive  pigs  that  way ;  but  the  user  of  the  way  for  pigs  is  not  proof  of 
a  right  of  wa\'  for  oxen.     The  grantor  might  well  consider  what  ani- 
mals it  was  proper  to  admit,  and  what  not.     The  place  is  very  narrow, 
and  full  of  inhabitants.     There  is  no  danger  from  pigs,  and  carriages 
always  have  some  one  to  conduct  them.     Cattle  may  do  harm,  and 
passengers  cannot  alwaj's  get  out  of  their  way ;  but  if  the  cattle  are 
driven  forward,  serious  injur}'  may  be  done.     The  nature  of  the  place, 
therefore,  may  probably  have  suggested  a  limitation  of  the  grant. 
CHAMBRE,  J.     I  think  there  ought  to  be  a  new  trial ;  for  all  the  evi- 
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dence  was  on  one  side,  and  the  verdict  went  against  the  evidence.  I 
never  thought  that  a  carriage-way  necessarily  included  a  drift-way ;  but 
I  think  it  is  prima  facie  evidence,  and' strong  presumptive  evidence,  of 
the  grant  of  a  drift-way.  Undoubtedly  a  person  ma}'  restrict  his  grant 
as  he  pleases,  and  when  he  has  so  limited  it,  the  pleadings  must  be 
adapted  lo  the  particular  grant,  —  which  accounts  for  the  variety  in  the 
entries.  But  it  rests  with  the  grantor  to  prove  the  restriction  of  th 
grant,  otherwise  it  must  be  intended  to  be  of  the  usual  extent.  This 
inconvenience  indeed  may  occur  from  such  a  determination,  that  if  the 
evidence  be  lost,  the  grantor  may  lose  the  benefit  of  his  restriction,  bu 
he  may  and  ought  to  preserve  the  evidence  of  the  restriction  ;  and  th 
inconvenience  would  be  of  small  extent ;  for  I  believe  the  cases  are 
very  few  where  a  carriage-way  has  not  been  accompanied  with  this 
right :  there  seems  to  be  almost  a  necessity  for  including  it.  The  / 
grantee  may  send  back  his  horses  without  his  carriage.  He  ma}'  draw  •  ^"^u-v^ 
his  carriage  with  oxen  ;  and  the  oxen,  as  well  as  the  horses,  must  be 
driven  back  loose  to  pasture.  There  is  strong  presumptive  evidence 
then  of  a  drift-way.  If  the  burden  of  the  proof  lies  on  the  tertenant, 
it  certainty  is  possible  that  be  may  lose  the  right  of  restraining  the 
way ;  but  for  one  case  where  the  evidence  has  been  lost,  and  would  be 
supplied  by  this  decision,  there  will  be  a  thousand  cases  where  a  restric- 
tion  will  be  created  that  did  not  exist  in  the  original  grant.  I  fear 
these  rights  of  way  will  be  very  much  narrowed,  if  they  are  to  be  con- 
fined to  such  actual  use  of  them  as  can  be  proved.  The  manner  o 
using  a  way  may  vary  from  time  to  time.  I  think  the  proof  of  driving 
hogs  is  an  important  circumstance,  and  very  strong  evidence  of  a  grant 
of  way  for  cattle.  According  to  the  doctrine  contended  for,  it  would 
be  necessary  to  drive  every  species  of  cattle  in  order  to  preserve  the 
right  of  passing  with  that  species.  If  a  man  had  a  little  field  where 
cows  had  not  usually  been  pastured,  it  would  be  monstrous  that  he 
therefore  should  not  drive  his  cow  to  it.  Suppose  any  new  species  of 
cattle  is  introduced  into  the  country,  shall  the  grantees  of  private  ways 
have  no  passage  for  them  to  their  lands?  Is  it  to  be  contended,  for 
instance,  that  no  ancient  private  way  in  the  kingdom  can  be  used  for 
Spanish  sheep?  Much  of  the  argument  has  been  built  upon  these  being 
horned  cattle.  Man}*  breeds  of  kine  have  no  horns :  may  the  grantee 
drive  those?  As  to  the  argument  that  the  inconvenience  of  such  an  use 
amounts  to  a  nuisance,  nothing  of  that  sort  appears.  The  grantee  has 
constantly  driven  all  the  carriages  and  all  the  cattle  that  he  had.  This 
is  a  claim  by  prescription,  which  imports  great  antiquity  ;  and  it  does 
not  appear  how  wide  the  way  was  at  the  time  of  the  original  grant,  an 
how  much  the  houses  have  encror.ched  on  it  long  since  :  but  those  en- 
croachments cannot  deprive  the  grantee  of  his  ancient  right  of  way. 

Mule  discharged. 


COWLING  w.   HIGGLNSON. 


COWLING  y.  HIGGINSON. 

EXCHEQUER.     1838. 
[Reported  4  3/.  <fc  W.  245.] 

TRESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  a  close,  called  the  Blrchin  Acre, 
and  -with  divers  horses,  and  the  wheels  of  divers  carts,  wagons,  and 
other  carriages,  crushed  and  damaged  the  grass  of  the  plaintiff,  of  great 
value,  to  wit,  £5,  there  then  also  growing  and  being,  and  with  the  feet 
of  the  said  horses,  and  with  the  wheels  of  the  said  carts,  wagons,  and 
other  carriages,  tore  up,  subverted,  and  damaged  the  earth  and  soil 
of  the  said  close,  &c. 

Pleas,  first,  the  general  issue  ;  secondly,  that  the  defendant,  from  a 
period  long  before  and  at  the  said  several  times  when,  &c.,  in  the  said 
declaration  mentioned,  hath  been,  and  then  was  and  still  is,  in  the  law- 
ful possession  and  the  occupier  of  part  of  a  certain  close,  called  Little 
Marl  Field,  near  to  the  said  close  in  which.  &c.  ;  and  he  further  saith, 
that  on  the  north  of  the  said  close  in  which,  &c.,  there  was,  and  during 
all  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned  hath  been,  and  at  the  said  several 
times  when,  &c.,  there  was  and  still  is,  a  certain  common  and  public 
highway  leading  between  a  certain  place,  to  wit,  Leigh,  and  a  certain 
other  place,  to  wit,  Tildesle}',  and  from  each  of  those  places  to  the 
other  of  them,  in  the  county  aforesaid  ;  and  the  defendant  further  saith, 
that  he  and  all  the  occupiers  of  the  said  close  in  this  plea  first  above 
mentioned,  have  actually  as  of  right  used  and  enjo3'ed,  without  inter- 
ruption in  respect  of  such  occupation,  for  the  full  period  of  twent}'  3-ears 
next  preceding  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and  of  right  ought  to 
have  so  used  and  enjoyed,  and  he  the  said  defendant,  being  such  occu- 
pier as  aforesaid,  at  the  several  times  wheq,^c.,  as  of  right  used  and 
enjoyed,  and  still  of  right  ought  to  use  and  enjoy,  the  liberty,  privilege, 
benefit,  and  easement,  as  often  as  he  or  they  might  have  occasion,  to 
go,  return,  pass,  and  repass  on  foot,  and  with  horses,  carts,  wagons, 
and  carriages,  from  the  said  close  first  above  mentioned  to  the  said 
highway  between  Leigh  and  Tildesley  aforesaid  and  back  again,  of  go- 
ing and  to  go  from  and  out  of  the  said  close  first  above  mentioned,  and 
to  pass  and  repass  on  foot,  and  with  horses,  carts,  wagons,  and  car- 
riages, from  the  said  close  into  and  along  a  certain  way  leading  from 
the  said  close  first  above  mentioned  to  the  said  close  in  which,  &c.,  and 
from  thence  unto,  into,  bjT,  through,  over,  along,  and  across  the  said 
close  in  which,  &c.,  unto  and  into  a  certain  other  way  leading  from  the 
said  close  in  which,  &c.,  to  the  said  highway  so  on  the  north  side  of  the 
said  close  in  which,  &c.,  as  aforesaid,  and  so  back  again  from  the  said 
highway  into  the  said  last-mentioned  way,  and  from  thence,  unto,  into, 
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oy,  through,  over,  along,  and  across  the  said  close  in  which,  &c.,  and 
thence  into  the  said  first-mentioned  way  unto  and  into  the  said  close 
first  above  mentioned,  at  all  reasonable  times  of  the  year  at  his  and  their 
free  will  and  pleasure :  wherefore  the  defendants,  at  the  said  several 
times-  when,  &c.,  the  same  then  being  reasonable  times  for  that  purpose, 
having  occasion  to  use  the  way  in  this  plea  mentioned,  then  went, 
passed,  and  repassed  on  foot,  and  with  the  said  horses,  and  with  the 
said  carts,  wagons,  and  other  carnages,  from  and  out  of  the  said  close 
first  above  mentioned,  into  the  said  first-mentioned  way,  and  thence 
out,  into,  b}-,  through,  over,  along,  and  across  the  said  close  in  which, 
&c.,  into  the  said  other  way  as  aforesaid,  and  thence  unto  and  into 
the  said  highway  so  on  the  north  side  of  the  said  close  in  which,  &c., 
and  so  back  again  from  the  said  highway  into  the  said  other  way  above 
mentioned  and  thence  unto,  into,  by,  through,  over,  along,  and  across 
the  said  close  in  which,  &c.,  and  thence  into  the  said  first  mentioned 
wa}',  unto  and  into  the  said  close  first  above  mentioned,  using  the 
said  way  there  for  the  purpose  and  on  the  occasions  aforesaid,  as  he 
lawfully  might  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  and  in  so  doing  the  said  defend- 
ant, with  the  said  horses,  and  with  the  wheels  of  the  said  carts,  wagons, 
and  other  carriages,  unavoidably  a  little  crushed  and  damaged  the  said 
grass  of  the  plaintiff  then  growing  and  being  in  and  upon  the  said  close 
in  which,  &c.,  and  with  the  feet  of  the  said  horses,  and  with  the  wheels 
of  the  said  carts,  wagons,  and  other  carriages,  a  little  tore  up,  subverted, 
ancl  damaged  the  said  earth  and  soil  of  the  said  close,  doing  no  unneces- 
sarj-  damage  to  the  plaintiff  or  the  occupiers  aforesaid,  which  are  the 
said  several  trespasses  in  the  declaration  above  mentioned,  and  whereof 
the  plaintiff  hath  above  thereof  complained  against  him. 

The  third  plea  was  similar,  only  stating  the  user  for  forty  years  in- 
stead of  twent}*. 

The  replication  traversed  both  these  pleas. 

At  the  trial  before  Coleridge,  J.,  at  the  last  Spring  Assizes  at  Liver- 
pool, it  was  admitted  that  there  was  a  right  of  way  for  farming  pur- 
poses over  the  locus  in  quo,  to  a  farm,  of  one  of  the  fields  of  which, 
called  the  Little  Marl  Field,  the  defendant  was  the  occupier ;  but  the 
plaintiff's  counsel  contended  that  there  was  no  right  of  carting  coals, 
which  was  the  purpose  for  which  the  defendant  had  used  the  road  ;  and 
it  was  proved  by  the  plaintiff  that  no  coals  had  been  raised  under  that 
farm  for  the  last  70  years ;  that  about  70  years  ago  there  had  been 
coal  raised  there,  but  that  they  were  carted  from  the  pit  along  a  differ- 
ent road  ;  that  Tildesley,  to  which  the  road  led,  was  then  a  ven-  small 
village,  consisting  of  merely  a  few  houses  ;  that  there  were  then  other 
coal-pits  nearer  than  those  on  the  defendant's  farm  ;  and  that  there 
was  a  gate  across  this  road,  the  key  of  which  was  kept  by  a  tenant  of 
the  plaintiff's  ancestor.  The  defendant's  counsel  then  objected,  first, 
that  the  issue  was,  whether  there  was  a  right  of  way  for  horses,  carts, 
and  carriages  ;  and  that  since  it  was  admitted  that  such  right  existed, 
the  verdict  ought  to  be  for  the  defendant ;  and  that  if  the  plaintiff  re- 
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lied  on  the  defendant's  using  the  road  for  mining  purposes,  and  that  he 
had  no  such  right,  he  ought  to  have  new  assigned  ;  and  secondly,  that 
a  right  of  road  for  farming  purposes,  and  with  horses,  carts,  and  car- 
riages, proved  a  right  for  all  purposes.  The  learned  judge,  after  con- 
suiting  Patteson,  J.,  decided  both  points  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff;  and 
the  defendant's  counsel  not  claiming  to  have  any  question  left  to  the 
jury,  the  learned  judge  directed  them  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 
giving  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict,  if  the  court 
should  be  of  a  contrary  opinion  on  either  of  the  points  taken.  Alex- 
ander having,  in  Easter  Term  la'st,  obtained  a  rule  accordingl}", 

Ores-swell,  Starkie,  and   Wortley,  now  showed  cause. 

Alexander  and  Wightman,  in  support  of  the  rule. 

LORD  ABINGER,  C.  B.  I  do  not  give  any  opinion  upon  the  effect  of 
the  evidence ;  but  I  should  certainly  say  that  it  is  not  a  necessary  in- 
ference of  law,  that  a  way  for  agricultural  purposes  is  a  way  for  al! 
purposes,  but  that  it  is  a  question  for  the  jury  in  each  particular  case. 
to  be  determined  upon  the  various  facts  established  in  each  case.  If  a 
way  has  been  used  for  several  purposes,  there  ma}*  be  a  ground  for  in- 
ferring that  there  is  a  right  of  way  for  all  purposes  ;,  but  if  the  evidence 
shows  a  user  for  one  purpose,  or  for  particular  purposes  only,  an  infer- 
ence of  a  general  right  would  hardly  be  presumed.  I  wish  to  sa}'  noth* 
ing  as  to  the  inference  to  be  drawn  by  the  jury  in  this  particular  case. 
The  question  is  entirely  for  them  to  determine  on  the  facts  submitted 
to  them.  I  think  there  ought  to  be  a  new  trial  on  payment  of  costs. 

PARKE,  B.  I  am  clearl}-  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  not  entitled 
to  succeed  on  the  question  as  to  the  new  assignment.  [He  then  stated 
the  plea.]  To  make  out  this  plea,  it  is  necessar}*  to  show  an  enjoy- 
ment of  the  way  generally  as  of  right,  for  the  period  during  which  the 
plea  states  it  to  have  been  used ;  he  must  have  used  it  for  all  purposes 
as  of  right ;  and  such  user,  for  all  purposes  for  which  it  was  wanted, 
would  be  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  a  general  right.  Under  a  plea 
of  prescription  of  a  way,  it  was  necessary  to  show  a  user  of  it  for  all 
purposes  time  out  of  mind,  according  to  the  usual  terms  in  which  such- 
a  plea  is  pleaded.  If  it  is  shown  that  the  defendant,  and  those  under* 
whom  he  claimed,  had  used  the  way  whenever  they  had  required  it. 
it  is  strong  evidence  to  show  that  they  had  a  general  right  to  use  it 
for  all  purposes,  and  from  which  a  jury  might  infer  a  general  right. 
In  this  particular  case,  I  think  the  user  is  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury 
that  the  defendant  had  a  right  to  a  way  for  all  purposes  for  twenty 
years.  As  to  the  effect  of  such  evidence,  it  is  unnecessary  to  offer  any 
opinion.  If  the  way  is  confined  to  a  particular  purpose,  the  jury  ought 
not  to  extend  it ;  but  if  it  is  proved  to  have  been  used  for  a  variety  of 
purposes,  then  they  might  be  warranted  in  finding  a  way  for  all.  You 
must  generalize  to  some  extent ;  and  whether  in  the  present  case  to  the 
extent  of  establishing  a  right  for  agricultural  purposes  only,  is  a  question 
for  the  jury. 

Rule  absolute  for  anew  trial,  on  payment  of  costs. 
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COLCHESTER  v.  ROBERTS. 

EXCHEQUER.     1839. 
[Reported  4  M.  &  W.  769.] 

^       breaking  and  entering  a  certain  close  of  the  plaintiff  :f  i  / 
called  "The  Reddings,"  situate,  &c.,  and  breaking,  &c.,  a  gate  then  *" 
standing  and  being  in  the  said  close,  and  the  locks,  staples,  and  hinges  0'\ 
with  which  the  same  was  fastened,  and  with  feet  in  walking,  and  also 
with  the  wheels  of  divers  carts,  wagons,  and  other  carriages,  tearing 
up  and  subverting  the  earth  and  soil  of  the  said  close,  &c.,  &c.,  and 
then  hauling  over  the  said  close  large  quantities,  to  wit,  100  tons  of 
lime  and  100  tons  of  buildin    materials. 


Pleas,  first,  Not  guilty.    Secondly,  that  the  defendant,  long  before  and 
at  the  several  times  when,  &c.,  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  was  the     I 
lawful  occupier  of  a  messuage  and  divers  (to  wit)  three  closes  of  land 
with  the  appurtenances  respectively,  situate  in  the  county 
near  to  the  said  close  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  declaration 
which,  &c.  ;  and  the  defendant  further  says,  that  he 
all  the  occupiers  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  messuage  and  closes  of 
the  defendant  have,  and  each  of  them  hath  had,  used,  and  enjoyed  as 
of  right,  and  have  and  each  of  them  hath  been  accustomed  to  have,  use,  ^ 
and  enjoy  as  of  right,  for  and  during  the  full  period  of  twenty  years  ^Q£. 
next  before  the  commmencement  of  this  suit,  a  certain  wa}*  for  himself 
and  themselves,  and  his  and  their  servants,  to  go,  pass,  and  repass  on 
foot  and  with  horses,  mares,  geldings,  carts,  wagons,  and  other  car- 
riages, from  and  out  of  a  certain  common  highway  in  the  count}'  aforevJ  f\  * 
said,  towards,  unto,  into,  through,  over,  and  along  the  said  close  of  the 
plaintiff  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  in  which,  &c.,  and  from  and 
out  of  the  same  towards,  unto,  and  into  the  said  messuage  and  closes 
of  the  defendant,  and  so  from  thence  back  again  towards,  unto,  into, 
through,  over,  and  along  the  said  close  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  and  in  which,  &c.,  and  from  and  out  of  the  same  towards, 
unto,  and  into  the  said  common  highwa}*,  at  all  times  of  the  year,  at      *  * 
the  free  will  and  pleasure  of  the  defendant  and  the  said  other  occu- 
piers for  the  time  being  of  the  said  messuage  and  closes  of  the  defend- 
ant, as  to  the  said  messuages  and  closes  of  the  defendant  belonging  and 
appertaining :  Wherefore  the  defendant,  at  the  said  several  times  when, 
&c.,  being  the  lawful  occupier  of  his  said  messuage  and  closes,  and  hav- 
ing occasion  to  use  the  said  way,  went,  passed,  and  repassed  on  foot 
and  with  his  horses,  mares,  geldings,  carts,  wagons,  and  other  carriages 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  the  said  carts,  wagons*  and  othej  car- 
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riages  then  being  loaded  with  the  stone,  lime,  and  building  materials 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  in,  by,  through,  and  along  the  said  way 
from  the  said  common  highwaj-  towards,  unto,  into,  through,  over,  and 
along  the  said  close  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  in 
which,  &c.,  towards,  into,  and  unto  the  said  messuage  and  closes  of  the 
defendant,  and  so  from  thence  back  again,  in,  by,  through,  and  along  the 
said  way,  towards,  unto,  and  into  the  said  common  highway,  as  he  law- 
full}1  might  for  the  cause  aforesaid  ;  and  in  so  doing,  &c.  [justifying  the 
trespasses].  Thirdly,  leave  and  license. 

The  replication  to  the  2d  plea  was,  that  the  defendant,  and  all  the 
occupiers  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  messuages  and  closes  of  the  de- 
fendant, have  had,  used,  and  enjoyed  the  said  way  in  the  2d  .plea  men- 
tioned, for  and  during  the  said  period  therein  also  mentioned,  by  the 
leave,  license,  and  permission  of  the  plaintiff,  to  him  and  them  for  that 
purpose  granted  ;  which  was  denied  in  terms  by  the  rejoinder. 

To  the  3d  plea,  the  plaintiff  replied  de  injuria. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at  the  last  Summer  Assizes 
for  the  county  of  Gloucester,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant,  and  the 
preceding  occupiers  of  his  house  and  lands,  had  an  admitted  right  of 
way  from  thence  over  the  locus  in  quo  to  the  highwa}-,  and  across  the 
highway  to  a  close  called  t;  Ruddocks;  "  and  that  for  the  last  twenty 
years  they  had  had  a  license  from  the  plaintiff  to  use,  whenever  they 
pleased,  a  way  from  the  defendant's  house  and  lands,  when  they  had  not 
any  intention  of  going  to  Ruddocks.  The  counsel  for  the  defendant 
contended  that  the  second  issue  was  not  supported  by  the  evidence,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  new  assigned.  The  learned  judge  di- 
rected the  jur}-  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  and  second 
issues,  subject  to  a  motion  to  this  court  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  de- 
fendant on  the  second  issue.  Ludlow,  Serjt,  in  Michaelmas  Term  last, 
having  obtained  a  rule  accordingly, 

Talfourd,  Serjt.,  and  W.  J.  Alexander,  in  Hilary  Term,  showed 
cause. 

Ludlow,  Serjt.,  and  Whateley,  contra. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  was  now  delivered  by 

PARKE,  B.  The  plea  to  a  declaration  in  trespass  qu.  cl.  fregit  in  this 
case  was,  that  the  defendant  and  the  occupiers  of  a  house  and  land  of 
the  defendant's  had  for  twent}'  years  used  and  enjo}"ed,  as  of  right,  a 
certain  way  on  foot  and  with  horses,  &c.,  from  and  out  of  a  common 
highway,  towards,  unto,  into,  through,  and  over  the  plaintiff's  close,  to 
the  defendant's  house  and  lands  and  back,  at  all  times  of  the  3Tear  at 
their  free  will  and  pleasure.  To  this  there  is  a  replication  which,  in 
effect,  admits  that  the  defendant  and  the  occupiers  of  his  house  and 
lands,  had  for  twent}'  years  used  and  enjoyed  the  way  described  in  the 
plea  as  of  right,  in  some  sense,  but  avoids  the  plea,  by  stating  that 
such  enjoyment  during  that  period  was  b}'  the  plaintiff's  license ;  and 
this  license  was  denied  by  the  rejoinder. 

On  the  trial,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant,  and  the  preceding  occu- 
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piers  of  his  house  and  lands,  had  an  admitted  right  of  way  from  thence 
over  the  locus  in  quo  to  the  highway,  and  across  the  highway  to  a  close 
called  "  Ruddocks,"  and  that,  for  the  last  twenty  years,  they  had  a 
license  from  the  plaintiff  to  use,  whenever  they  pleased,  a  way  from  the 
defondant's  house  and  lands  over  the  locus  in  quo  to  the  highway  and 
back,  when  they  had  not  any  intention  of  going  to  Ruddocks  ;  and  the 
point  to  be  decided,  which  was  reserved  on  the  trial,  is,  whether  this 
proof  supports  the  replication ;  and  upon  consideration,  we  think  it 
does  not. 

The  difficulty  of  this  case  (and  it  is  one  of  considerable  nicety)  arises 
from  the  fact,  that  one  terminus  of  the  way  is  the  high  road.  If  it  had 
been  to  and  from  Black  Acre,  a  close  of  the  defendant's  in  the  same 
situation  as  .the  highway,  the  case  would  have  been  plain  ;  for  a  right  to 
go,  not  to  or  from  that  close  as  a  terminus,  but  over  it  to  or  from  the 
Ruddocks  beyond,  would  have  been  a  different  right.  One  proof  of  this 
is,  that  if  the  right  of  way  to  Black  Acre  had  been  pleaded,  it  would 
have  been  a  good  replication  that  the  defendant  went  to  or  came  from 
Ruddocks  beyond,  when  he  committed  the  trespass,  for  that  would  not 
be  an  exercise  of  the,  same  right. 

A  license,  therefore,  to  use  a  way  to  or  from  Black  Acre,  would  not 
have  included  a  permission  to  go  to  or  come  from  beyond  it ;  and  the 
allegation  in  the  replication  that  his  right  of  way  to  the  close  as  a  termi- 
nus was  by  the  plaintiff's  license,  would  have  been  proved.  But  the 
terminus  here  is  not  a  close,  but  a  highway ;  and  whenever  a  person 
gets  to  the  highway,  he  has  a  right  to  go  on  to  any  place  to  which  it 
leads,  and  vice  versa.  A  right  of  way,  therefore,  to  or  from  a  high- 
way, is  in  effect  a  right  to  go  to  it,  and  to  each  and  every  place  beyond, 
to  which  it  leads.  The  right  of  way  across  the  highway  to  "Rud- 
docks "  is  included  in  the  general  right  to  the  highway,  and  from 
thence  to  all  other  places.  If  we  apply  the  same  test  to  this  case,  as  to 
the  supposed  one  of  a  right  of  way  to  a  close,  instead  of  a  highway,  we 
shall  find  that  it  is  so  ;  for  to  a  plea,  stating  a  right  of  way  to  the  high- 
way, it  would  not  be  a  good  replication  to  say  "  that  the  defendant  went 
to  the  highway  and  thence  to  Ruddocks  ;  "  it  would  not  be  an  exercise 
of  a  different  right,  but  of  a  part  of  the  same  general  right,  and  the  de- 
fendant would  not  be  a  trespasser  by  going  to  the  highway  for  the  pur- 
pose of  going  to  Ruddocks,  any  more  than  he  would  be  if  he  went  from 
the  highway  to  any  other  place.  And  if  a  right  alleged  in  similar  terms 
were  traversed,  the  traverse  would  include  the  right  of  going  to  the 
highway  and  thence  to  Ruddocks. 

The  issue,  therefore,  which  the  plaintiff  undertakes  to  maintain  in 
this  case,  is,  that  the  defendant  enjoyed  the  right  to  go  to  or  from  the 
highway,  and  ever}'  place  beyond  to  which  it  leads,  to  which  the  de- 
fendant might  choose  to  go,  by  the  plaintiff's  license  ;  but  such  a  license 
was  not  proved.  For  the  proof  was  of  an  enjoyment  by  license  to  go  to 
the  highwa}'  and  thence  to  ever}'  other  place  except  Ruddocks,  to  which., 
place  the  defendant  could  go  of  his  own  right.  The  issue,  therefore 
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was  not  proved  ;  and  if  the  verdict  were  to  stand,  the  defendant  would 
lose  his  admitted  present  limited  right,  for  the  verdict  would  be  con- 
clusive evidence  that  he  enjoyed  it  by  license  only. 

The  case  is,  however,  very  fit  for  an  amendment  of  the  replication,  on 
payment  of  costs  of  the  trial ;  by  restricting  the  allegation  of  the  license 
to  the  exercise  of  the  road  for  all  other  purposes  than  for  going  to 
Ruddocks.  Ruie  accordingly. 


ALLAN  v.  GOMME. 
KING'S  BENCH.  1840. 
[Eepvrtcd  11  A.  &  K  759.] 

THIS  cause  was  tried  before  Littledale,  J.,  at  the  Buckinghamshire 
Summer  Assizes,  1838,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  leave 
being  reserved  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  In  Michaelmas  Term,  1838, 
Storks,  Serjt.,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  nonsuit,  or  for  arresting  the 
judgment. 

In  Hilary  Term  last,1  Kelly  and  Gunning,  showed  cause,  and  Storks, 
Serjt.,  and  Byles,  supported  the  rule. 

Cur.  adv.  mdt. 

LORD  DENMAN,  C.  J.,  in  this  term  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 
The  nature  of  the  case,  and  the  arguments  used,  will  fully  appear  by 
the  judgment. 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plain- 
tiff's close,  being  part  of  a  certain  yard  at  Chesham,  in  the  county  of 
Buckingham,  which  is  particularly  described  b\"  the  abuttals,  and  com- 
mitting trespasses  there.  The  defendants  pleaded,  1.  Not  guilt}-. 
2.  That  the  close  was  not  the  close  of  the  plaintiff.  3.  That,  before 
the  times  when,  &c.,  to  wit  on  the  5th  March,  1813,  one  James  Millar, 
and  two  other  persons,  as  assignees  of  Samuel  Porter,  a  bankrupt,  were 
seised  in  fee  of  certain  messuages,  hereditaments,  and  premises,  com- 
prising, as  well  the  hereditaments  and  premises  thereinafter  mentioned 
to  have  been  appointed  and  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff,  and  of  which  the 
close  in  which  &c.  is  parcel,  as  the  hereditaments  and  premises  there- 
inafter mentioned  to  have  been  bargained  and  sold  to  the  defendant 
Gomme ;  and  that  the  said  assignees  and  other  persons,  by  lease  and 
release  of  the  5th  and  6th  of  March,  1813,  conveyed  the  whole  of  the 
premises  in  this  plea  mentioned  to  one  Browne  and  his  heirs  ; 2  and,  by 
indenture  of  appointment  of  October  26,  1826,  between  Browne,  the 

1  Before  LORD  DESMAN,  C.  J.,  LITTLEDALE  and  COLERIDGE,  JJ.  WILLIAMS,  J., 
was  at  Monmouth,  on  the  special  commission. 

8  The  habendum  was  to  the  use  of  such  persons  as  Browne  should  appoint  by  deed, 
writing,  or  will ;  and,  in  default,  &c.,  to  the  use  of  one  Woodham  for  Browne's  life,  in 
trust  for  Browne  and  his  assigns,  remainder  to  the  use  of  Browne  in  fee.  —  REP. 
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plaintiff,  and  other  persons,  Browne  directed,  limited,  and  appointed  to 
the  plaintiff  a  certain  messuage,  hereditaments,  and  premises,  being 
part  and  parcel  of  the  messuage,  hereditaments,  and  premises  herein- 
before mentioned  to  have  been  conveyed  to  Browne,  and  comprising, 
among  other  things,  the  close  in  which  &c. ;  reserving,  nevertheless,  to 
and  for  the  said  Browne,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  and  his  and  their  ten- 
ants, &c.,  occupiers  for  the  time  being  of  a  certain  messuage  or  tene- 
ment then  in  the  occupation  of  one  Thomas  Creed,  and  thereinafter 
mentioned  to  be  bargained  and  sold  to  the  defendant  Gomme  (the  said 
last-mentioned  messuage  or  tenement  being  other  parcel  of  the  said    /-\ 
messuages,  hereditaments,  and  premises  mentioned  to  have  been  bar-  j, 
gained  and  sold  to  the  said  Browne),  a  right  of  way  and  passage  over  , 
the  said  close  in  which  &c.,  to  the  stable  and  loft  over  the  same,  and^~ 
the  space  or  opening  under  the  said  loft  and  then  used  as  a  wood-  /Vv/x^vv 
house,  and  to  the  chaise-house  then  standing  and  being  on  the  side  01     - 
the  said  close  in  which  &c.  (the  said   stable,  loft,  and   chaise-house  j  A 
then  also  being  in  the  occupation  of  the  said  Thomas  Creed,  and  being 
other  parcel  of  the  premises  thereinafter  mentioned  to  have  been  bar-1"" 
gained  and  sold  to  the  defendant  Gomme,  and  also  of  the  hereditaments 
and  premises  thereinbefore  mentioned  to  have  been  bargained  and  sold 
to  the  said  Browne)  ;  and  also  the  use  of  the  said  close  in  which  <&c..  in 
common  witk4.be  plajptiff  His  npinintpflij  liMin,  nnfl--flin';;n^  and  his 
and  their  tenants  for  the  time  being ;  it  being  expressed  in  the  said 
last-mentioned  indenture  to  be  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  parties 
thereto  that   the  whole  of  the  said  yard,  of  which  the  said  close  in 
which  &c.  was  and  is  parcel  (except  a  certain  part  thereof  other  and 
different  from  the -said  close  in  which  &e.),  should  lie  open  and  undi- 
vided  as  the  same  then  was,  without  any  other  building  to  be  erected 
thereon,  and  that  the  same  should  be  used  in  common  by  the  occu-  ' 
piers,  as  well  of  the  said  messuage  or  tenement  appointed  by  the  said,      sy 
last-mentioned  indenture  to  the  plaintiff,  as  of  the  said  other  messuage'  " 
or  tenement  hereinafter  mentioned  to  have  been  bargained  and  sold  to    ^ 
the  defendant  Gomme,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  tenants  thereof  had 
been  accustomed  theretofore  to  use  the  same.     By  virtue  of  which  said 
indenture  of  appointment  the  plaintiff  became  and   was  and   still  is  / 
seised  of  and  in  the  said  close  in  which  &c.,  subject  to  such  right  of  * 
way  and  to  such  use  of  the  said  close  in  which  &c.,  as  was  and  is  re- 
served by  the  said  last-mentioned   indenture   of  appointment.     The 
plea  then   stated  that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the 
said  indenture  of  appointment,  and  thence  until  and  at  the  time  of 
the  making  of  the  indenture  hereinafter  next  mentioned,  the  tenants 
and  occupiers  of  the  said  messuage  and  of  the  said  stable,  loft,  and 
chaise-house  hereinafter  mentioned  to  have  been  bargained  and  sold  to 
the  defendant  Gomme,  but  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  inden- 
ture of  appointment  in  the  occupation  of  the  said  Thomas  Creed,  and 
also  the  tenants  and  occupiers  of  the  said  messuage  or  tenement  so 
appointed  to  the  plaintiff,  had  been  used  and  accustomed  to  use  the 
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said  closes  in  which  &c. ;  and  the  said  close  in  which  &c.  during  all 
the  time  aforesaid  was  open  and  undivided,  and  was  used  in  common 
by  the  respective  tenants  and  occupiers  of  the  said  several  messuages, 
tenements,  and  premises  for  the  purposes  of  passing  and  repassing  in 
and  along  the  same ;  and  the  said  tenants  and  occupiers  of  the  said 
messuage  and  premises  hereinafter  mentioned  to  have  been  bargained 
and  sold  to  the  defendant  Gomine,  during  all  that  time,  had  been  used 
and  accustomed  to  use  the  said  close  in  which  &c.,  for  themselves  and 
their  servants,  for  the  passing  and  repassing  in,  along,  and  across  the 
same  every  day  and  at  all  times  of  the  day,  at  their  free  will  and  pleas- 
ure, for  the  necessary  use,  occupation,  and  enjoyment  of  the  said  mes- 
suage and  premises  hereinafter  mentioned  to  have  been  conveyed  to 
the  defendant  Gomme.  The  plea  then  stated  several  conveyances  of 
the  premises  not  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  deed  of  26th  of  Octo- 
ber, 1826,  and  to  which  premises  so  not  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff  the 
right  of  way  and  the  use  of  the  close  so  before  mentioned  had  been 
reserved  to  Browne  and  his  heirs,  and  b}T  which  conveyances  these 
premises  became  vested  in  Joseph  Birch,  in  trust  for  the  defendant 
Gomme ;  and  the  defendant  Gomme,  by  the  license  and  permission  of 
the  said  Birch,  became  and  was  and  still  is  in  the  occupation  of  the  said 
last-mentioned  messuage  and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  as  the 
tenant  and  occupier  thereof,  and,  as  such  tenant  and  occupier,  then 
became  and  was  entitled  to  have  and  use  a  way  over  the  said  close  in 
which  &c.,  to  the  said  stable  and  loft  and  chaise-house  standing  and 
being  on  the  side  of  the  said  close  in  which  &c.,  in  common  with  the 
plaintiff  and  his  tenants  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  messuage  and 
premises  of  the  plaintiff.  And  the  said  defendant  Gomme  then  became 
and  was  entitled  to  use  the  said  close  in  which  &c.,  in  common  with  the 
said  plaintiff,  so  being  the  occupier  of  the  said  messuage  and  premises 
of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  tenants  of  the  said  several 
messuages  had  been  respectively  accustomed  to  use  and  occup}'  the 
said  close  in  which  &c.,  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  indenture  so 
bearing  date  the  26th  day  of  October,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1826,  as 
aforesaid.  Wherefore,  the  said  defendant  Gomme  so  being  such  occu- 
pier, and  being  so  entitled  as  aforesaid,  at  the  said  several  times  when 
&c.,  and  having  occasion  to  use  the  said  wa}%  and  also  to  use  the  said 
close  in  which  &c.,  for  himself  and  his  servants,  for  the  purpose  of 
passing  and  repassing  in,  along,  and  across  the  same  for  the  necessaiy 
use.  occupation,  and  enjoyment  of  the  said  messuage  and  premises  so 
in  the  occupation  of  the  said  Gomme,  he  the  said  Gomme  in  his  own 
right,  and  the  said  Joseph  Darvell  as  his  servant  and  by  his  command, 
at  the  said  several  times  when  &c.,  did  pass  and  repass  from  the  said 
messuage  so  in  the  occupation  of  the  said  defendant  Gomme,  in, 
through,  over,  and  along  the  said  close  in  which  &c.,  unto  and  into  the 
said  stable,  loft,  and  chaise-house,  and  so  from  thence  back  again  unto 
and  into  the  said  close  in  which,  &c.,  and  from  thence  unto  and  into 
the  said  last-mentioned  messuage,  using  the  said  way  there  for  the  pur- 
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pose  and  on  the  occasion  last  aforesaid ;  and  did  also  use  the  said  close 
in  which  &c.  for -the  purpose  of  passing  and  repassing  in,  along,  and 
across  the  same  for  the  necessary  use,  occupation,  and  enjoyment  of 
the  said  messuage  and  premises  so  in  the  occupation  of  the  said  defend- 
ant Gomme,  as  the  tenants  of  the  said  last-mentioned  messuage,  before 
and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  indenture  so  bearing  date  the 
26th  da3*  of  October,  1826,  had  been  accustomed  to  use  the  same,  as 
they  the  defendants  lawfully  might  for  the  cause  aforesaid. 

And  the  plaintiff  joined  issue  on  the  first  and  second  pleas  of  the 
defendants. 

To  the  plea  of  the  defendants  by  them  lastly  above  pleaded,  the 
plaintiff  said  that  he  brought  this  action  and  declared  therein,  not  for 
the  said  supposed  trespasses  in  the  said  last  plea  mentioned,  but  for 
the  trespasses  thereinafter  mentioned.  And  the  plaintiff  said  that, 
after  the  said  conveyance  to  the  said  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  and  after 
the  defendant  Gomme  became  such  occupier  as  aforesaid,  and  before 
any  of  the  said  times  when  &c.,  to  wit  on  the  1st  February,  1833,  the 
said  defendant  Gomme  converted  the  said  loft,  and  the  space  there- 
under before  then  used  as  a  wood-house  as  aforesaid,  into  a  cottage ; 
and,  before  and  at  the  said  times  when  &c.,  the  said  loft  and  space 
were  kept  so  converted  into  such  cottage  ;  and,  before  and  at  the  said 
times  when  &c.,  the  said  other  defendant  Darvell  by  the  sufferance 
and  permission  of  the  said  defendant  Gomme,  used  and  occupied  the 
said  cottage,  and  lived  and  resided  therein,  and,  during  all  those  times, 
the  defendants  ceased  to  use  the  same  as  a  loft  or  wood-house  as  afore- 
said. And  the  said  plaintiff  further  said  that  the  defendants  broke 
and  entered  the  said  close  in  which  &c.  on  other  and  different  occa- 
sions than  those  in  the  last  plea  mentioned,  and  for  other  and  different 
purposes  than  in  that  plea  mentioned,  to  wit  b}*  then  and  there  passing 
and  repassing  across  the  said  close  in  which  &c.,  from  and  to  the  said 
cottage  so  occupied  by  the  defendant  Darvell  as  aforesaid,  and  then 
and  there  passed  to  and  from  the  said  cottage,  across  the  said  close  in 
which  &c.,  unto  and  into  the  said  other  part  of  the  said  common  }*ard 
in  the  said  last  plea  mentioned,  and  thence  unto  and  into  a  certain 
common  highway  there,  and  so  from  thence  back  again  unto  and  into 
the  said  other  part  of  the  said  common  yard,  and  over  the  said  close  in 
which  &c.,  unto  and  into  the  said  cottage,  for  the  purposes  of  the  occu- 
pation of  the  same  as  aforesaid,  and  not  for  the  said  purposes  in  the 
said  reservation  in  the  said  last  plea  mentioned.  And  the  plaintiff  said 
that  the  defendants,  on  the  said  da.ys  and  times  when  &c.,  with  force 
and  arms  &c.,  broke  and  entered  the  said  close  in  which  &c.,  and 
•with  feet  in  walking  trod  down,  trampled  upon,  consumed  and  spoiled 
the  grass  and  herbage  of  the  plaintiff  there  then  growing,  on  other  and 
different  occasions,  and  for  other  and  different  purposes,  than  in  the 
said  last  plea  mentioned,  in  manner  and  form  as  he  the  said  plaintiff 
hath  above  thereof  complained  against  the  defendants. 

And  the  defendants,  as  to  the  said  several  alleged  trespasses  above 
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newlj'  assigned,  said  that  the  said  passing  and  repassing  across  the 
said  close  in  which,  &c.,  in  the  said  new  assignment  mentioned,  was 
done  and  committed  by  the  defendants  for  the  purposes  mentioned  in 
the  said  reservation  in  the  said  indenture  bearing  date  the  2Gth  day  of 
October  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1826,  and  in  the  manner  and  as  the 
tenants  of  the  said  messuage  and  premises  in  the  occupation  of  the 
said  defendant  Gomme,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of 
the  sail  last-mentioned  indenture,  had  been  accustomed  to  use  the 
said  close  in  which,  &c.,  without  this,  that  the  defendants,  or  either  of 
them,  committed  the  said  several  trespasses  above  newly  assigned,  or 
any  or  either  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof,  in  manner  and  form  as  the 
plaintiff  hath  above  thereof,  by  his  said  new  assignment,  complained 
against  them  ;  and  of  this  the  defendants  put  themselves  upon  the 
country  &c.  Upon  which  the  plaintiff  joined  issue. 

This  cause  was  tried  before  our  brother  Littledale  at  Buckingham,  at 
the  Summer  Assizes  in  1838. 

It  was  proved  that  the  defendant  Gomme  converted  the  loft  and  the 
space  thereunder,  before  then  used  as  a  wood-house,  into  a  cottage,  and 
that  the  other  defendant,  Darvell,  by  the  sufferance  and  permission  of 
Gomme,  used  and  occupied  the  cottage,  and  that  the  defendants  passed 
and  repassed  across  the  close  in  which  &c.  to  and  from  the  cottage  as 
stated  in  the  new  assignment. 

The  jur}*  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  with  Is.  damages. 

The  judge  gave  ray  brother  Storks  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit, 
which  he  did,  and  also  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment. 

The  question  is,  whether,  under  the  terms  of  the  deed  of  26th  Octo- 
ber, 1826,  the  defendants  were  justified  in  going  backwards  and  for- 
wards to  and  from  the  cottage  which  was  built  upon  the  site  of  the 
space  or  opening  under  the  loft  and  then  used  as  a  wood-house,  men- 
tioned in  that  deed,  there  being  no  cottage  in  existence  there  at  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed. 

The  defendants  claimed  the  right  on  two  grounds. 

First,  that  there  is  a  right  of  way  reserved  to  Browne,  and  those 
claiming  under  him  and  the  future  owners,  to  and  from  the  space  or 
opening  under  the  loft  then  used  as  a  wood-house  ;  and  that,  such  right 
being  reserved  in  general  terms,  and  without  any  restriction  whatever, 
these  future  owners  and  tenants  may  use  the  way,  not  only  to  the  mere 
site  of  the  space  or  opening  used  as  a  wood-house,  but  also  to  whatever 
is  built  upon  that  site.  The  second  ground  of  claim  is,  that,  b}-  the 
terms  of  the  deed,  Browne  and  those  claiming  under  him  had  a  right  to 
use  the  j'ard  in  common  with  the  plaintiff  and  his  tenants,  and  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  tenants  had  been  accustomed  theretofore  to  use 
the  same  ;  and  that  they  had  a  right  to  the  use  of  the  yard  under  that 
clause  of  the  deed  without  any  reference  to  the  reservation  of  the 
way. 

We  will  give  our  opinion  on  the  latter  ground  of  claim  first,  as  there  is 
less  difficulty  in  that  than  on  the  question  on  the  reservation  of  the  way. 
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The  right  to  use  the  yard  in  question  in  common  with  the  plaintiff 
and  his  tenants  is  confined  to  the  use  of  it  as  it  was  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  deed.  But,  when  there  was  no  cottage  built  on  the 
site  of  the  open  space  of  ground  used  as  a  wood-house,  the  use  of 
the  yard  was  very  different  from  what  it  would  be  when  a  cottage  was 
built  upon  it.  For,  when  the  cottage  was  built,  a  much  greater  num- 
ber of  persons,  perhaps  some  with  more  horses  and  carts,  would  come 
upon  it,  and  be  very  likely  to  obstruct  or  put  to  inconvenience  the 
plaintiff  and  his  tenants,  and  prevent  them  from  having  the  same  en- 
joyment of  it  as  before.  And  we  think  that,  as  the  use  of  the  3-ard  b}* 
the  defendant  and  his  tenants  since  building  the  cottage  is  greater  and 
more  extensive,  and  may  be  more  inconvenient  to  the  plaintiff  and  his 
tenants,  than  it  was  before  the  cottage  was  built,  that  clause  of  the 
deed  will  not  give  the  right  to  the  defendants  which  the}'  contend  for. 

Next,  as  to  the  reservation  of  the  way. 

It  may  be  a  question,  in  the  first  place,  whether  this  is  a  wa}T  to  a 
wood  house  by  the  description  of  a  wood-house,  or  whether  it  is  a  way  to 
the  open  space  of  ground,  and  the  saying  "  now  used  as  a  wood-house" 
was  merely  to  ascertain  what  piece  of  open  ground  was  meant,  and 
where  it  was.  And  it  was  contended  by  the  defendants  that,  whatever 
might  be  the  construction  of  the  deed,  if  it  was  a  way  to  a  wood-house 
specifically,  in  which  case  it  might  be  said  that  the  way  was  limited  to 
a  wood-house  merely  as  such,  and  that  therefore,  if  the  wood-house  was 
converted  into  a  cottage,  the  way  was  gone,  3'et  that  if  the  wood-house 
was  merely  mentioned  to  ascertain  and  point  out  the  locality  of  the 
open  space  of  ground,  it  could  not  be  intended  that  the  construction  of 
the  deed  could  be  to  confine  the  way  to  a  mere  piece  of  open  ground, 
and  that  it  must  be  intended  that  the  way  was  meant  to  apply  to  a 
right  to  go  to  the  ground,  whatever  was  the  use  to  which  the  ground 
was  put,  whether  by  building  or  by  a  deposit  of  loose  articles,  such  as 
wood,  coals,  or  any  movable  property. 

We  think,  as  between  these  two  different  meanings,  considered  as 
with  reference  to  this  property,  the  way  is  to  be  taken  to  be  to  an  open 
piece  of  ground  generally ;  and  that  the  words  "  now  used  as  a  wood- 
house  "  are  to  be  taken  as  merely  ascertaining  the  place  where  the 
piece  of  open  ground  was,  and  which,  of  course,  must  be  particularly 
ascertained,  either  by  name  or  abuttals,  or  by  the  use  which  was  made 
of  it. 

There  is  no  direct  authority  to  show  whether,  if  the  use  of  n  place 
to  and  from  which  a  way  is  by  express  words  reserved  or  granted,  be 
completely  changed,  the  way  can  still  be  continued  to  be  used. 

It  has  been  held  that,  if  a  man  has  a  right  of  way  to  a  close  called 
A.,  he  cannot  justifj*  using  the  way  to  go  to  A.  and  from  thence  to 
another  close  of  his  own  adjoining  to  A.  Vide  1  Rol.  Abr.  391 ; l 

1  Chimin  Private  (A),  pi.  3.  See  Ellismi  v.  Isles,  11  A.  &  E.  673.  Com.  Dig. 
Chimin  (D  5),  was  cited  against  the  rule.  See  Heynsworth  v.  Bird,  Trials  per  Pais, 
523  (Sthed.).  —  REP. 
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Howell  v.  King,  1  Mod.  190  ;*  Lawton  v.  Ward,  1  Ld.  Raym.  75  ;  s.  c. 
1  Lutw.  111.  That,  however,  does  not  decide  the  question.  The  case 
of  Jiallard  v.  Dyson,  1  Taunt.  279,  was  a  way  claimed  by  prescription 
for  cattle ;  the  evidence  was  of  a  carriage  way,  and  the  question  was, 
whether  that  proved  a  drift  way  for  cattle.  It  was  held  by  all  the  court 
that  a  carriage  way  did  not  necessarily  prove  a  right  of  way  for  cattle, 
but  it  was  evidence  for  the  jury  to  consider  along  with  other  evidence. 
The  case  however  was  decided  on  the  effect  of  the  evidence  as  to  the 
user,  and  whether  the  jury  had  come  to  a  correct  conclusion.  In  deliv- 
ering the  judgment  of  the  court,  Lord  Chief  Justice  Mansfield,  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Heath,  and  Mr.  Justice  Lawrence  were  of  opinion  that  the  extent 
of  the  usage  of  a  way  is  evidence  only  of  a  right  commensurable  with 
the  user.  Mr.  Justice  Chambre,  however,  was  of  opinion  that  it  was 
not  so  limited. 

In  Cowling  v.  Higginson,  4  M.  &  W.  245,  the  defendant  pleaded, 
to  an  action  of  trespass,  a  right  of  way  for  horses,  carts,  wagons,  and 
carriages.  On  the  trial  before  Mr.  Justice  Coleridge,  it  was  admitted 
that  there  was  a  right  of  way  for  farming  purposes  over  the  locus  in 
quo  ;  but  the  defendants  wished  to  establish  a  right  to  cart  coals.  On 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  Lord  Abinger  seemed  to  be  of  the  same  opin- 
ion that  the  three  judges  had  expressed  in  Bollard  v.  Dyson,  and  did 
not  agree  with  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Chambre.  Mr.  Baron  Parke, 
however,  was  of  opinion,  according  to  that  of  Mr.  Justice  Chambre, 
that,  if  a  party  has  time  out  of  mind  used  a  way  for  all  the  purposes  he 
wanted,  it  would  seem  to  him  to  give  him  a  general  right.  See  p.  252. 

In  the  case  of  Jackson  v.  Stacey,  Holt's  N.  P.  C.  455,  Mr.  Baron  Wood 
held  that  the  user  of  a  wa}r  for  agricultural  purposes  only  was  not  suffi- 
cient to  support  a  general  right. 

All  these  three  cases,  however,  turned  upon  the  evidence  of  usage, 
and  were  all  cases  for  the  jury  upon  the  usage.  The  present  case  does 
not,  however,  depend  upon  the  mode  of  using  the  way,  but  upon  the 
legal  effect  of  the  reservation.  Upon  that  we  are  of  opinion  that,  under 
the  terms  of  this  deed,  the  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  have  the  right  of 
way  claimed,  but  that  he  is  to  be  confined  to  the  use  of  the  way  to  a 
place  which  should  be  in  the  same  predicament  as  it  was  at  the  time  of 
the  making  the  deed.  .  "WJa  do  not  mean  to  say  that  he  could  only  use  it 
to  make  a  deposit  of  wood  there,  for  we  consider  the  words  "  now  used 
as  a  wood-house  "  merely  used  for  the  ascertaining  the  locality  and 
identity  of  the  place  called  a  space  or  opening  under  the  loft ;  and  we 
think  he  might  have  the  benefit  of  the  way  to  make  a  deposit  of  any 
articles,  or  use  it  in  an}'  way  he  pleased,  provided  it  continued  in  the 
state  of  open  ground.  But  we  think  he  could  only  use  it  for  purposes 
which  were  compatible  with  the  ground  being  open,  and  that,  if  any 
buildings  were  erected  upon  it,  it  was  no  longer  to  be  considered  as 
open  for  the  purpose  of  this  deed. 

1  Bull.  N.  P.  74,  and  Senhouse  v.  Christian,  1  T.  R.  560,  were  cited  against  the 
rule.  —  REP. 
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Suppose  that  this  piece  of  ground,  instead  of  being  a  small  quantity, 
had  been  a  field  of  many  acres,  and  that  Browne  had  sold  off  the  part 
above  mentioned  to  the  plaintiff,  reserving  to  himself  this  right  of  wa}' 
to  the  land,  calling  it  a  field  then  in  pasture,  or  in  corn,  and  had  sub- 
sequently filled  the  land  with  small  cottages,  or  had  built  a  factory,  or 
established  gas  works :  it  surely  never  could  be  contended  that  it  was 
the  meaning  of  either  of  the  parties  to  the  deed  that  there  should  be  a 
right  of  wa}-  over  the  .yard  to  those  buildings.  The  supposed  intention 
of  the  parties  cannot,  indeed,  be  considered  ;  and  it  can  only  be  deter- 
mined by  the  instrument  itself  what  their  intention  was.  In  LuttreVs 
Case,  4  Rep.  86  a,  the  plaintiff  declared  that  he  was  seised  in  fee  of 
two  old  and  ruinous  fulling  mills,  and  that,  from  time  immemorial,  a 
great  part  of  the  water  of  a  certain  rivulet  ran  from  a  certain  place  to 
the  said  mills  ;  and  that  he  afterwards  pulled  down  those  fulling  mills, 
and  in  their  place  built  two  mills  to  grind  corn  ;  and  that  the  water  ran 
to  the  new  mills  till  such  a  time ;  and  the  defendants  diverted  the 
water  from  his  corn  mills.  The  defendants  pleaded  Not  guilt}',  and 
the  plaintiff  had  judgment.  Then  the  defendants  brought  a  writ  of 
error  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber ;  and  it  was  objected  that  the  plain- 
tiff, by  pulling  down  the  old  fulling  mills  and  building  new  mills  of 
another  nature,  had  destroyed  the  prescription,  and  could  not  have  the 
benefit  of  the  water  for  his  grist  mills.  But  the  judgment  of  the  court 
was  affirmed ;  and  the  court  held  that  the  prescription  did  extend  to 
the  new  grist  mills,  for  the  mill  is  the  substance,  and  the  addition  of 
grist  or  fulling  is  but  to  show  the  nature  of  the  mill.  And,  therefore, 
if  the  plaintiff  had  prescribed  to  have  the  watercourse  to  his  mill  gener- 
ally, as  he  well  might,  then  the  case  would  be  without  question  but  that 
he  might  alter  the  mill  into  what  nature  of  a  mill  he  pleased,  provided 
no  prejudice  should  thereb}'  arise  either  by  diverting  or  stopping  the 
water  as  it  was  before.  And  it  should  be  intended  that  the  grant  to 
have  the  watercourse  was  before  the  building  of  the  mills ;  for  nobody 
will  build  a  new  mill  before  he  is  sure  to  have  water ;  and  then,  the 
grant  of  the  watercourse  being  generally  to  his  mill,  he  ma}'  alter  the 
quality  of  the  mill  at  his  pleasure.  And  the  court  said  that,  if  a  man 
has  estovers,  either  by  grant  or  prescription,  to  his  house,  although  he 
alters  the  rooms  and  chambers  so  as  to  make  a  parlor  where  it  was  the 
hall,  or  the  hall  where  the  parlor  was,  and  the  like  alteration  of  the 
qualities,  and  not  of  the  house  itself,  and  without  making  new  chimne.ys, 
by  which  no  prejudice  arises  to  the  owner  of  the  wood,  it  is  not  any 
disturbance  of  the  prescription ;  for  then  many  prescriptions  will  be 
destro}'ed  ;  and  though  he  builds  new  chimne}-s,  or  makes  a  new  addi- 
tion to  his  old  house,  b}T  that  he  shall  not  lose  his  prescription  :  but  he 
cannot  spend  or  employ  any  of  his  estovers  in  the  new  chimne3'S,  or 
the  part  newly  added ;  the  same  also  of  conduits  and  water  pipes,  and 
the  like.  So,  if  a  man  has  an  old  window  to  his  hall,  and  afterwards 
he  converts  the  hall  into  a  parlor  or  any  other  use,  yet  it  is  not  lawful 
for  his  neighbor  to  stop  it,  for  he  shall  prescribe  to  have  the  2ight  in 
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such  a  part  of  the  house.  And  although  in  this  case  the  plaintiff  has 
made  a  question,  forasmuch  as  he  has  not  prescribed  to  have  the  water- 
course to  his  mill  generally,  but  particularly  to  his  fulling  mill,  yet, 
inasmuch  as  the  mill  was  the  substance,  and  the  addition  demonstrates 
only  the  quality,  and  the  addition  was  not  of  the  substance  but 
only  of  the  quality  or  name  of  the  mill,  without  prejudice  in  the 
watercourse  to  the  owner  thereof,  it  was  resolved  that  the  prescription 
remained. 

The  court,  therefore,  appears  to  have  put  the  case  on  whether  the 
alteration  of  the  thing,  in  respect  of  which  the  right  was  claimed,  was 
of  the  substance  and  not  merely  of  the  qualit}7  of  the  thing.  Now  the 
alteration  of  a  piece  of  vacant  ground  into  a  cottage  is  certainty  an 
alteration  of  the  substance,  and  not  merely  of  the  quality. 

A  great  number  of  cases  have  occurred  of  late  years,  as  to  lights, 
where  there  has  been  an  alteration  in  the  building  in  respect  of  which 
the  lights  were  claimed  ;  and,  in  some  of  them,  the  question  has  been, 
whether  the  original  right  has  not  been  altogether  extinguished  by  the 
alteration.  We  do  not  think  it  necessar}7  to  advert  to  the  particular 
circumstances  of  the  cases ;  but  in  none  of  them  was  it  contended  that, 
if  the  substance  of  the  thing  in  respect  of  which  the  right  was  claimed 
was  altered  so  as  to  occasion  an}T  injury  or  prejudice  to  the  person  who 
supplied  the  easement,  an}*  additional  right  of  easement  could  be  ac- 
quired. We  think  therefore  that  the  defendants  had  no  right  to  use 
the  way  to  the  newly  erected  cottage,  and  that  therefore  there  is  no 
ground  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

As  to  the  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  upon  the  new  assignment,  it 
is  made  upon  the  ground  that  the  replication  is  no  answer  to  the  plea, 
and  that  the  new  assignment  is  only  in  respect  of  trespasses  which  on 
the  record  appear  to  be  justified  by  the  plea. 

As  to  the  replication  being  no  answer  to  the  plea,  it  is  not  in  fact  a 
replication  properly  so  called,  but  it  is  a  new  assignment ;  and  it 
begins  with  stating  that  the  plaintiff  brought  his  action,  not  for  the  tres- 
passes mentioned  in  the  plea,  but  for  the  trespasses  thereinafter  men- 
tioned ;  and  then  it  goes  on  to  enumerate  other  trespasses,  and  the 
circumstances  under  which  they  were  committed.  And  we  think  that 
the  plea,  for  the  reasons  we  have  before  given,  affords  no  answer 
to  them,  and  that  therefore  there  is  no  ground  for  arresting  the 
judgment. 

But  besides,  the  merits  of  the  cause  being  against  the  defendants  on 
this  point,  the  defendants  could  not,  even  in  point  of  form,  have  the 
judgment  arrested,  as  the  record  now  stands  ;  for  at  the  end  of  the  new 
assignment  there  is  a  general  allegation,  independent  of  the  question 
about  the  way  or  the  use  of  the  yard,  that  the  defendants  committed 
the  trespasses  on  other  occasions,  and  for  other  purposes  than  those 
mentioned  in  the  plea,  to  which  no  answer  is  given  in  any  part  of  the 
record,  except  the  traverse  at  the  end  of  the  plea  to  the  new  assign- 
ment, which  is  in  effect  only  Not  guilty. 


DAEB   V.   HEATHCOTE.  255 

The  rule,  therefore,  for  entering  a  nonsuit,  and  also  for  arresting  the 
judgment,  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged.^ 


DARE  v.   HEATHCOTE. 

EXCHEQUER.     1856. 
[Reported  25  L.  J.  Ex.  245.] 

TRESPASS  quare  clausurnfregit,  with  carts  and  horses. 

JPlea— -  Right  of  way  fbrcattlerhorses,  and  carts.     Issue  thereon. 

At~tHe~trial  before  Pollock,  C.   B.,  at  the  London   Sittings   after 
Hilary  Term  last,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  was  the  owner  of, 
land,  to  which  the  only  way  was  across  the  land  of  the  plaintiff,  the 
locus  in  quo,  and  that  the  defendant  had  for  upwards  of  twenty  years 
always  used  the  way  for  the  purpose  of  taking  cattle  to  pasture,  and      /^ 

tU^ 

the  farm-house,  and  then  used  the  way  with  carts  and  horses  for  carry-  /         . •  L* 


this  was  the  only  use  to  which  it  was  then  necessary  to  apply  the  right 

of  way  until  about  twelve  years  before  the  action,  when  he  had  built  \/\*  sJ~ 


> 

ing  bricks  and  mortar  to  the  house.     And  since  that  time  he  had  used  "t-~\/"<' 

the  wa}T  for  all  purposes  connected  with  the  occupation  of  the  farm  ; 
and  with  carts  and  horses  as  well  as  for  cattle  only.     Pollock,  C.  B., 
was  of  opinion  that  the  exercise  of  the  right  for  twelve  years  past  for/ 
all  purposes,  and  for  twenty  j'ears  for  the  only  purposes  to  which  the 
defendant  could  have  required  to  apply  it,  was  evidence  from  which  the 
jury  might  infer  the  existence  of  the  general  right  pleaded.     A  verdict, 
however,  was  found  for  the  plaintiff;  and  a  rule  having  been  granted  to     ^y. 
set  aside  the  verdict  and  enter  it  for  the  defendant,  or  for  a  nonsuit,  — 

J.  Henderson  (with  him  Channell,  Serjt.),  for  the  plaintiff,  showed- — 
cause.  —  There  was  no  evidence  of  the  exercise  of  the  right  pleaded  for  r  *. 
twenty  years. 

[ALDERSON,  B.     Yes  ;  there  was  sufficient  prima  facie  evidence.     I  V/y,,^ 
was  the  only  evidence  which  could  be  given  in  cases  in  which  the  occa- 

1  "  In  Allan  v.  Gomme  a  more  strict  rule  was  laid  down  than  I  should  have  been  dis- 
posed to  adopt ;  for  it  was  said  that  the  defendant  was  confined  to  the  use  of  the  way 
to  a  place  which  should  be  in  the  same  predicament  as  it  was  at  the  time  of  the  making  <"j/» 
of  the  deed.  No  doubt,  if  a  right  of  way  be  granted  for  the  purpose  of  being  used  as  a 
way  to  a  cottage,  and  the  cottage  is  changed  into  a  tan-yard,  the  right  of  way  ceases  ; 
but  if  there  is  a  general  grant  of  all  ways  to  a  cottage,  the  right  is  not  lost  by  reason  of 
the  cottage  being  altered.  .  .  .  The  case  of  Allan  v.  Gomme,  11  A.  &  E.  759,  would 
probably  authorize  us  to  make  this  rule  absolute.  I  confess,  however,  that  I  do  not 
concur  to  the  full  extent  of  the  doctrine  there  laid  down,  although  that  decision  may 
be  supported  by  the  context,  because  it  was  a  reservation  of  a  right  of  way  to  that  space 
only,  which  was  then  used  as  a  wood-house,  and  was  not  like  the  case  of  a  general 
grant  of  a  way  to  Greenacre,  which  would  mean  for  whatever  purpose  the  field  was 
used,  unless  limited  by  the  context."  Per  PARKE,  B.,  in  Henning  v.  Burnet,  8  Ex. 
187,  192,  194. 

See  Cannon  v.  Villars,  8  Ch.  D.  415. 
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sion  for  the  exercise  of  the  general  right  has  only  arisen  within  twenty 
years.  The  contrary  doctrine  would  practically  deprive  the  defendant 
of  the  power  of  ever  asserting  or  establishing  his  right.  The  principle 
has  often  been  applied  in  cases  of  prescription  for  nioduses^  In  no 
other  way  could  moduses  for  potatoes,  for  instance,  ever  have  b,een 
established.  Some  potatoes  have  been  introduced  into  this  country 
since  the  time  of  legal  memory  commenced ;  so  of  man}"  new  grasses 
that  have  been  brought  into  our  agriculture  in  recent  years.  JZayley  v. 
Drever,  1  Ad.  &  E.  449;  s.  c.  3  Law  J.  Rep.  N.  S.  Exch.  Ch.  3G9. 
You  must  generalize  in  some  degree  in  all  such  cases.  Surety  it  is 
some  evidence  that  a  part}-  has  a  right,  for  all  purposes,  to  show  that 
he  has  exercised  it  from  time  to  time  for  all  the  purposes  for  which  he 
could  exercise  it.] 

Shee,  Serjt.,  and  Bovill,  for  the  defendant. 

PER  CURIAM  (POLLOCK,  C.  B.,  ALDERSON,  B.,  and  MARTIN,  B.).  The 
case  is  clear.  The  principle  was  established  in  Cowling  v.  Ifigginson, 
4  Mee.  &  W.  245  ;  s.  c.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  N.  S.  Exch.  265.  The  direc- 
tion was  quite  right,  and  therefore  the  rule  will  be  absolute  for  a 
nonsuit.  Rule  absolute. 


WILLIAMS   v.  JAMES. 
COMMON  PLEAS.     1867. 
[Reported  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  577.] 

DECLARATION  for  trespass  to  land. 

Fifth  plea,  that  one  Ann  Morgan  was  owner  in  fee  of  certain  land, 
and  was  entitled  by  immemorial  user  to  a  right  of  wa}r  over  the  plain- 
tiff's land,  on  foot,  and  with  wagons,  carts,  and  horses,  to  a  public 
highway  from  her  said  land,  for  the  more  convenient  occupation  thereof; 
that  Ann  Morgan  demised  this  land  with  its  appurtenances  to  one 
Jenkins ;  and  that  the  alleged  trespasses  were  the  use  of  the  right  of 
wa}-  b}-  the  defendant,  as  the  servant  of  Jenkins. 

Issue  and  new  assignment  of  excess  in  the  user  of  the  way. 

At  the  trial  before  Pigott,  B.,  at  the  Spring  Assizes  for  Monmouth- 
shire, the  following  facts  were  proved :  Ann  Morgan  was  owner  in  fee 
of  a  field  called  the  Nine-acre  field,  and  of  two  other  fields  adjoining, 
called  Parrott's  land.  These  three  fields  were  in  the  occupation  of  R. 
Jenkins.  There  was  from  time  immemorial  a  right  of  wa\T  on  foot 
and  for  wagons,  carts,  and  horses,  from  the  Nine-acre  field  over  the 
plaintiffs  land  to  a  public  highwa}'.  There  was  no  right  of  way  over 
the  plaintiffs  land  from  Parrott's  land.  In  the  summer  of  1866  Jen- 
kins mowed  the  Nine-acre  field  and  Parrott's  land,  and  stacked  all  the 
hay  upon  the  Nine-acre  field.  In  September,  1866,  Jenkins  sold  the 
hay  to  the  defendant,  who  carted  it  over  the  plaintiffs  land  to  the  high- 
way, which  was  the  alleged  trespass. 
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The  jury  found,  first,  that  there  was  an  immemorial  right  of  way 
from  the  Nine-acre  field  to  the  highway ;  secondl}',  that  the  stacking  of 
the  hay  was  done  honestly,  and  not  to  get  the  way  further  on  ;  thirdly, 
that  there  was  no  excess  in  the  user  of  the  way  b}-  the  defendant,  apart 
from  the  question  of  defendant's  right  to  cart  the  hay  grown  on 
Parrott's  land  over  the  plaintiff's  land ;  fifthly,  if  Parrott's  land  hay 
could  not  be  legally  carried  over  the  plaintiff's  land,  then  damages  40s. 

Pigott,  B..  directed  a  verdict  for  40s.  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff, 
with  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  the  verdict  for  him. 

A  rule  having  been  obtained  according!}-,  Huddleston,Q.  C.,  and  Jelf 
{J.  0.  Griffits  with  them),  showed  cause. 

Gilmore  Evans  (H.  Matthews  with  him),  contra. 

BOVILL,  C.  J.  In  all  cases  of  this  kind  which  depend  upon  user  the 
right  acquired  must  be  measured  by  the  extent  of  the  enjoyment  which 
is  proved.  When  a  right  of  way  to  a  piece  of  land  is  proved,  then  that 
is,  unless  something  appears  to  the  contrary,  a  right  of  way  for  all  pur- 
poses according  to  the  ordinary  and  reasonable  use  to  which  that  land 
might  be  applied  at  the  time  of  the  supposed  grant.  Such  a  right 
cannot  be  increased  so  as  to  affect  the  servient  tenement  by  imposing 
upon  it  anj*  additional  burden.  It  is  also  clear,  according  to  the  au- 
thorities, that  where  a  person  has  a  right  of  way  over  one  piece  of  land 
to  another  piece  of  land,  he  can  only  use  such  right  in  order  to  reach 
the  latter  place.  He  cannot  use  it  for  the  purpose  of  going  elsewhere. 
In  most  cases  of  this  sort  the  question  has  been  whether  there  was  a 
bonafide  or  a  mere  colorable  use  of  the  right  of  wa\-.  That  was  the 
question  in  Skull  v.  Glenister,  16  C.  B.  N.  S.  81  ;  33  L.  J.  C.  P.  185, 
and  on  which  the  case  was  ultimately  decided.  This  question  is  ex- 
cluded here  by  the  finding  of  the  jury. 

With  respect  to  the  purposes  for  which  the  land  was  used,  it  is  agreed 
on  both  sides  that  that  question  was  raised  and  discussed  at  the  trial ; 
and  the  question  whether  there  had  been  any  excess  in  the  user  of  the 
right  of  way,  and  also  the  question  of  the  bona  fides  of  Jenkins  in 
stacking  the  hay,  were  left  to  the  jury.  The  question,  therefore,  of 
what  was  the  ordinary  and  reasonable  use  of  the  land,  was  practically 
left  to  the  jury.  They  found  that  Jenkins  acted  honesth* ;  and  that  is 
equivalent  to  finding  that  what  had  been  done  was  done  in  the  ordinary 
and  reasonable  use  of  the  land  to  which  the  right  of  way  was  claimed, 
and  in  the  ordinary  and  reasonable  use  of  the  right  of  way  itself.  It  was 
for  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  there  had  been  some  excess  of  user  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  as  by  showing  that  the  user  of  the  right  of  way 
was  only  colorable,  or  that  the  Nine-acre  field  was  used  for  purposes 
other  than  those  included  in  the  ordinar}'  and  reasonable  use  of  the 
land.  The  finding  of  the  jurj-  excludes  both  these  questions.  In  con- 
sidering the  matters  submitted  to  them,  the  jury  must  have  had  to  con- 
sider whether  any  additional  burden  had  been  cast  upon  the  servient 
tenement.  This  was  a  necessary  element  for  them  to  take  into  consid- 
eration in  deciding  whether  there  had  been  only  an  ordinary  and 
VOL.  n.  — 17 
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reasonable  use  of  the  land  in  question.  If  no  additional  burden  was 
east  upon  the  servient  tenement,  the  jury  might  well  find  that  there  luul 
been  only  the  ordinary  and  reasonable  use  of  the  right  of  way.  On  the 
whole,  the  right  of  way  being  established,  and  the  plaintiff  not  showing 
any  excess  in  the  user,  I  think  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  verdict, 
and  this  rule  must  therefore  be  made  absolute. 

WILLES,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  distinction  between  a 
grant  and  prescription  is  obvious.  In  the  case  of  proving  a  right  by 
prescription,  the  user  of  the  right  is  the  only  evidence.  In  the  case  of  a 
grant,  the  language  of  the  instrument  can  be  referred  to,  and  it  is  of 
course  for  the  court  to  construe  that  language ;  and  in  the  absence  of 
any  clear  indication  of  the  intention  of  the  parties,  the  maxim  that  a 
grant  must  be  construed  most  strongly  against  the  grantor  must  be 
applied.  Accordingly,  in  South  Metropolitan  Railway  Company  v. 
Eden,  16  C.  B.  42,  where  a  grant  was  produced  without  stating  the  ob- 
ject of  the  grant,  it  was  the  opinion  of  the  judges  that  the  grant  was 
general,  and  that  the  way  in  that  case  might  be  used  to  any  part  of  the 
land  to  which  the  wa}-  was  granted. 

I  agree  with  the  argument  of  Mr.  Jelf  that  in  cases  like  this,  where  a 
wa}1  has  to  be  proved  by  user,  you  cannot  extend  the  purposes  for 
which  the  wa}*  may  be  used,  or  for  which  it  might  be  reasonably  inferred 
that  parties  would  have  intended  it  to  be  used.  The  land  in  this  case 
was  a  field  in  the  countiT,  and  apparently  only  used  for  rustic  purposes. 
To  be  a  legitimate  user  of  the  right  of  way,  it  must  be  used  for  the  en- 
joyment of  the  Nine-acre  field,  and  not  colorabty  for  other  closes.  I 
quite  agree  also  with  the  argument  that  the  right  of  way  can  only  be 
used  for  the  field  in  its  ordinary  use  as  a  field.  The  right  could  not 
be  used  for  a  manufactory  built  upon  the  field.  The  use  must  be  the 
reasonable  use  for  the  purposes  of  the  land  in  the  condition  in  which  it 
was  while  the  user  took  place.  A  right  of  way  by  user  was  here  proved, 
and  I  think  the  verdict  of  the  jury  excludes  the  excess  of  the  user 
charged  by  the  plaintiff.  Honest  user  of  the  Nine-acre  field  must  have 
been  understood  b}*  the  jur}*  in  the  large  sense  of  bonafide  and  reason- 
able, not  a  user  in  order  to  get  an  advantage  to  which  the  defendant 
was  not  entitled.  The  finding  of  the  jury  was,  that  the  land  was  used 
honestly,  and  not  in  order  to  get  a  right  of  wa}*  further  on.  This  is 
equivalent  to  finding  that  the  stacking  of  the  hay  on  the  Nine-acre  field 
was  in  the  reasonable  and  ordinary  use  of  it  as  a  field ;  also  that  the 
carting  was  from  the  Nine-acre  field,  and  not  from  Parrott's  land.  I 
think  both  these  propositions  are  included  in  the  finding.  I  think, 
therefore,  that  the  rule  must  be  made  absolute.  We  could  not  refuse 
this  without  splitting  straws  on  a  subject  which  ought  to  be  dealt  with 
substantially.  The  case  has  been  well  argued  on  both  sides,  and  Mr. 
Jelf  has  said  all  that  could  be  said  for  the  plaintiff. 

MONTAGUE  SMITH,  J.  The  proposition  contended  for  by  Mr.  Jelf 
in  his  able  argument  is,  that  this  question  is  to  be  decided  by  us  as  a 
matter  of  law.  I  think  that  is  not  so.  It  is  an  admitted  fact  that 
some  of  the  hay  carried  from  the  Nine-acre  fielcTwas 
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land,  and  the  carrying  away  of  this  hay  is  the  excess  in  the  user  of  the 
right  of  way  which  is  complained  of.  This  alone,  however,  does  not 
determine  the  question  for  the  plaintiff.  The  qu£ation_is_fj2rjthe  jury, 
whether  the  stacking  of  the  hay  in  question  and  the  carrying  of  it  away 
was  in  the  ordinary  and  reasonable  use  of  the  Nine-acre  field.  The  jury 
have  found  that  there  is  an  immemorial  right  of  way  over  the  plaintiffs 
land  for  carts,  carriages,  and  horses,  for  the  more  convenient  use  and  oc- 
cupation of  the  Nine-acre  field.  Before  the  jury  could  decide  whether 
there  had  been  an}'  excess  in  the  user  of  the  right  by  the  defendant 
they  must  have  decided  the  extent  of  the  right  of  way.  The  way  here 
is  claimed  for  the  more  convenient  use  of  the  Nine-acre  field.  The  cir- 
cumstances under  which  the  hay  was  stacked,  and  the  purpose  and 
object  of  the  defendant  in  earning  it  away,  are  questions  for  the  juiy. 
As  I  read  the  finding  of  the  jury,  the  stacking  and  the  subsequent  deal- 
ing with  the  hay  were  in  the  honest  and  reasonable  use  of  the  Nine-acre 
field.  It  was  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  affirmatively  upon  this  issue  that 
there  had  b'een  some  excess  of  user  by  the  defendant,  but  he  has  not 
done  so ;  on  the  contrary,  the  jury  have  found  against  him.  I  think, 
therefore,  the  rule  must  be  made  absolute.  Rule  absolute.1 
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COURT  OF  APPEAL  ix  CHAXCERT.     18/5. 


[Reported  I  Ch.  Div.  362.] 

THIS  was  an  appeal  by  the  defendant  from  a  decree  of  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  granting  a  perpetual  injunction. 

By  the  Wimbledon  and  Putney  Commons  Act,  1871,  the  fee-simple 
of  Wimbledon  Common,  including  the  roads   hereinafter   mentioned.  " 
became  vested  in  the  plaintiffs.     Up  to  that  time  it  had  been  vested  in 
Earl  Spencer,  as  lord  of  the  manors  of  Wimbledon  and  Battersea  and  J 
Wandsworth,  or  one  of  them. 

Adjoining  the  south  side  of  the  common  was  an  ancient  earthwovlRyw^  . 


known  as  Cesar's  Camp,  enclosing  about  fifteen  acres.     On  the  eastern  . 
side  of  Caesar's  Camp  were  three  messuages  built  in  or  soon  after  the 
year  1867,  and  adjoining  the  south  side  of  the  common.     Access  to 
these  houses  was  obtained  from  the  east  by  a  road  called  the  New 
Road,  which  ran  westward!}'  over  the  common  near  its  southern  bound- 
ary, from  a  public  road  called  Workhouse  Lane,  and  by  two  short  'jxv^ 
roads  running  southwards  out  of  the  New  Road  to  the  entrance  gates'^- 
of  the  messuages,  these  short  roads  being  nearly  at  right  angles  to  the''v*v» — /^ 
New  Road.     The  most  westerly  of  these  two  cross-roads  was  at  the  ^ 
western  end  of  the  New  Road,  and  at  a  distance  of  about  sixty  }'ards 
from  Cesar's  Camp. 


1  See  Sloan  v.  Holliday,  30  L.  T.  N.  S.  757 ;  Parks  v.  Bishop,  120  Mass.  340. 
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Cajsar's  Camp,  the  sites  of  the  above  three  messuages,  and  the  farm 
and  lands  on  the  southerly  and  westerly  sides  of  them,  known  as  War- 
ren Farm,  Shad  well  Wood,  and  Warren  Cottage,  were  the  property  of 
Mr.  Drax,  and  Caesar's  Camp  formed  part  of  the  farm.  Before  1867, 
access  for  horses  and  carriages  to  these  lands  was  obtained  by  an  old 
private  road  running  from  Workhouse  Lane  to  a  cottage,  called  Camp 
Cottage,  adjoining  the  northeast  corner  of  the  most  easterly  of  the 
above  three  messuages,  and  by  several  old  tracks  over  the  common, 
leading  from  the  end  of  the  road  near  Camp  Cottage,  to  a  gate  which 
formed  the  eastern  entrance  to  Caesar's  Camp.  This  user  was  admitted 
to  have  been  immemorial. 

In  1867  Mr.  Drax  let  to  the  defendant  the  site  of  the  three  above- 
mentioned  messuages.  The  defendant  negotiated  with  Earl  Spencer 
for  a  right  of  way  to  them.  No  grant  of  a  right  of  way  was  ever  made, 
but  Earl  Spencer  made  the  New  Road  and  the  two  cross-roads  at  his 
own  expense,  making  a  complete  road  up  to  the  most  westerly  of  the 
cross-roads.  There  was  some  conflict  of  testimony  as  to  whether  the 
New  Road  was  carried  completely  to  the  gate  of  the  camp ;  but 
the  result  appeared  to  be  that  a  finished  road  was  made  up  to  the 
cross-road,  and  that  from  that  point  to  the  gate  little  was  done,  but 
that  something  like  a  road  existed.  It  appeared  that  up  to  Camp 
Cottage  the  New  Road  was  nearly  identical  with  the  old  private  road 
mentioned  above.  Until  the  passing  of  the  Act  the  defendant  paid 
Earl  Spencer  £10  a  year  for  the  use  of  the  roads. 

In  1872  the  defendant  became  tenant  to  Mr.  Drax  of  part  of  Caesar's 
Camp  and  some  adjoining  land,  and  made  preparations  for  building  a 
house  within  the  camp.  The  plaintiffs  thereupon  gave  him  notice  that 
they  recognized  no  right  of  access  to  the  camp  over  Wimbledon 
Common,  except  along  the  existing  road  or  track  to  the  gate  of  the 
camp  for  the  purposes  of  agricultural  occupation  only.  The  defend- 
ant replied,  asserting  his  right  to  use  the  roads  for  access  to  an}' 
houses  he  might  build,  but  did  not  proceed  an}-  further  till  1875,  when 
he  commenced  building  operations.  The  plaintiffs  thereupon  filed  their 
bill,  praying  that  the  defendant  might  be  restrained  from  drawing  along 
the  New  Road  leading  from  Workhouse  Lane  to  the  entrance  to  Caesar's 
Camp,  or  any  part  of  it,  any  building  materials  for  the  erection  of 
houses  or  other  buildings  on  Caesar's  Camp,  or  on  an}*  part  of  Warren 
Farm,  and  from  otherwise  using  the  New  Road  as  a  means  of  access  to 
the  camp  and  lands  in  excess  of  the  user  to  which  it  was  liable  as  a 
road  made  in  substitution  for  the  ancient  tracks  across  the  common. 

It  was  not  disputed  by  the  plaintiffs  that  the  occupier  of  Warren 
Farm  and  the  other  lands  mentioned  above  had  from  time  immemorial 
enjo}'ed  the  right  of  using  the  way  for  all  ordinary  agricultural  purposes 
connected  with  the  farm  and  adjoining  land.  Caesar's  Camp  was  much 
resorted  to  by  visitors,  who,  when  they  wished  to  enter  it  in  a  carriage, 
used  to  send  for  the  key  of  the  gate,  which  was  kept  on  the  farm,  the 
gate  usually  being  locked.  The  defendant,  however,  claimed  a  right  of 
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}'  for  all  purposes,  and  in  proof  of  the  road  having  been  used  by  the 
occupiers  of  the  farm  for  all  purposes,  he  adduced  evidence  to  the 
following  effect :  That  about  thirty  years  ago,  when  a  wing  was  added 
to  the  farm-house  and  a  new  stable  built,  the  materials  were  carted 
along  the  road  through  the  gate  into  Caesar's  Camp  and  thence  to  the 
farm  ;  that  about  the  year  1855  buildings  were  being  erected  on  Wim- 
bledon Hill,  and  that  for  several  weeks  large  quantities  of  sand  and 
gravel  were  dug  out  of  the  ground  which  afterwards  was  the  site  of  the 
above-mentioned  three  messuages,  and  carted  along  the  road  past 
Camp  Cottage  and  through  the  gate  into  the  camp  and  thence  to  Wim- 
bledon Hill ;  and  that  about  the  year  1859  Warren  Cottage  was  altered 
from  a  clay  tenement  into  a  brick-built  cottage,  and  the  materials 
carted  to  it  by  the  same  way ;  and  that  the  road  was  used  b}-  persons 
having  the  right  of  shooting  on  the  farm.  There  was  also  some  evi- 
dence as  to  another  cottage  having  been  built  on  the  farm,  and  the 
materials  brought  along  the  New  Road. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  granted  a  perpetual  injunction  restraining 
the  defendant  from  drawing,  or  causing  to  be  drawn,  along  the  New 
Road  leading  from  Workhouse  Lane  to  or  towards  the  entrance  to 
Caesar's  Camp,  or  along  any  part  of  the  said  New  Road,  any  bricks, 
stone,  or  other  building  materials  to  be  used  in  the  erection  of  houses 
or  other  buildings,  other  than  ordinary  farm  buildings,  upon  Caesar's 
Camp,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  upon  any  of  the  lands  then  or  then  lately 
forming  part  of  the  Warren  Farm,  and  in  which  the  defendant  claimed 
to  be  entitled  under  his  agreement  with  Mr.  Drax,  except  for  the  ordi- 
nary  farming  purposes  of  the  said  camp  and  lands  respectively ;  and 
from  otherwise  using  the  said  New  Road  as  a  means  of  access  to  the 
said  camp  and  lands  in  excess  of  the  user  to  which  it  was  liable  as  a 
road  made  in  substitution  for  ancient  tracks  across  Wimbledon  Common. 
The  defendant  appealed. 

Miller,  Q.  C.,  and  Bush,  for  the  appellant. 

Chitty,  Q.  C.,  and  W.  R.  Fisher,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

JAMES,  L.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that,  subject  to  a  slight  alteration  in 
the  words  of  the  injunction,  the  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  ought 
to  be  affirmed. 

The  question  between  the  parties  is  whether  Mr.  Dixon  is  entitled  to 
convert  a  piece  of  land  forming  part  of  an  estate  or  farm  called  Warren 
Farm,  and  hitherto  uncultivated,  into  sites  for  several  houses,  and  to 
use,  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  materials  for  their  erection,  and  for  all 
purposes  connected  with  the  houses  when  built,  a  right  of  wa}*  which 
the  owners  and  occupiers  of  the  farm  have  from  time  immemorial  en- 
joyed over  land  of  the  plaintiffs.  The  right  which  Mr.  Dixon  claims 
under  his  landlord,  Mr.  Drax,  is  an  unlimited  right  of  way  for  all  pur- 
poses over  the  plaintiffs'  land  to  and  from  every  portion  of  the  land 
constituting  the  Warren  Farm,  after  the  whole  of  the  farm  has  been 
laid  out  for  building  purposes  and  turned  into  a  town,  if  he  should  be 
minded  and  able  so  to  convert  it.  As  far  as  we  have  anv  evidence 
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before  us,  the  farm  in  respect  of  which  this  right  is  claimed  has  been 
substantially  in  its  present  state  from  time  immemorial,  during  which  it 
is  to  be  assumed  that  the  right  of  way  has  been  exercised,  that  is  to 
say,  there  were  a  farm-house,  farm-lands,  and  a  piece  of  woodland. 
The  only  alterations  of  which  we  have  an}*  evidence  in  the  state  of  the 
property,  have  been  an  enlargement  of  the  farm-house  to  a  small  ex- 
tent, the  change  of  a  mud  cottage  into  a  brick  cottage,  and  probably 
the  erection  of  another  cottage,  —  whether  an  erection  or  change,  I  am 
not  quite  sure.  But  those  are  the  only  changes  which  are  alleged  to 
have  taken  place  in  the  property.  Now,  that  those  changes  may  be 
material,  and  may  be  to  some  extent  evidence  of  such  a  general  right 
as  is  claimed,  it  is  probably  difficult  to  deny  ;  but  whether  the}'  amount 
to  evidence  sufficient  to  justify  the  inference  of  fact  that  such  a  right 
existed,  is  another  question.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  mere  fact  that 
over  a  common  some  building  materials  were  taken  for  the  purposes  I 
have  mentioned,  is  not  sufficient  to  justify  the  inference  of  fact  that  the 
right  of  way  belonging  to  the  house  and  property  was  to  be  an  unlim- 
ited right  of  going  to  and  from  the  land  for  all  purposes,  to  whatever 
purposes  the  land  might  be  applied.  The  way  has  also  been  used  for 
ordinary  agricultural  purposes,  —  for  sporting,  which  seems  to  me  the 
same  thing  as  an  agricultural  purpose,  and  for  taking  gravel  from  a 
gravel  pit  in  one  of  the  fields.  That  is  insufficient,  as  it  seems  to  me, 
to  enable  us  to  draw  the  inference  of  fact  that  the  extended  right 
claimed  by  Mr.  Dixon  ever  existed.  The  evidence  practically  comes  to 
this :  that  the  right  of  way  has  been  exercised  for  all  purposes  connected 
with  the  use  of  the  farm  for  residential  or  agricultural  purposes. 

We  have,  then,  to  consider  whether  the  character  of  the  property  can 
be  so  changed  as  substantially  to  increase  or  alter  the  burden  upon  the 
servient  tenement.  I  said  when  this  case  was  first  opened,  that  I  was 
strongly,  of  opinion  that  it  was  the  settled  law  of  this  country  that  no 
such  change  in  the  character  of  a  dominant  tenement  could  be  made  as 
would  increase  the  burden  on  the  servient  tenement.  The  dicta  and 
observations,  which  are  entitled  to  very  great  weight,  of  Lord  Abinger 
and  Mr.  Baron  Parke  in  the  cases  which  have  been  referred  to,  inclined 
me  at  first  to  think  that  the  opinion  I  had  formed  was  wrong.  But 
when  we  consider  those  remarks  in  connection  with  the  very  clear  lan- 
guage of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  Allan  v.  Gomme,  11  A.  &  E. 
759,  and  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  Bovill  and  Mr.  Justice  Willes  in 
the  case  of  Williams  v.  James,  Law  Rep.  2  C.  P.  577,  I  am  satisfied 
that  the  true  principle  is  the  principle  laid  down  in  these  cases,  that  you 
cannot  from  evidence  of  user  of  a  privilege  connected  with  the  enjoy- 
ment of  property  in  its  original  state,  infer  a  right  to  use  it,  into  what- 
soever form  or  for  whatever  purpose  that  property  ma}'  be  changed ; 
that  is  to  say,  if  a  right  of  way  to  a  field  be  proved  by  evidence  of  user, 
however  general,  for  whatever  purpose,  qua  field,  the  person  who  is  the 
owner  of  that  field  cannot  from  that  say,  I  have  a  right  to  turn  that 
field  into  a  manufactory,  or  into  a  town,  and  then  use  the  way  for 
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the  purposes  of  the  manufactory  or  town  so  built.  I  therefore  think 
that  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  right  in  the  result  at  which  he 
arrived. 

But  I  think  it  right  to  say.  as  the  judgment  of  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  has  been  read  to  us,  that  I  am  unable  to  agree  with  the  view 
which  apparently  he  formed,  that  there  could  be  no  right  of  way  at  all 
in  respect  of  what  are  called  the  tracks  over  the  common.  I  am  not  at 
all  prepared  to  assent  to  that  as  a  true  statement  of  the  law  of  this 
country.  If  from  one  terminus  to  another,  say  from  the  gate  here  to 
the  end  of  a  road  200  yards  off,  persons  have  found  their  way  from 
time  immemorial  across  a  common,  although  sometimes  going  by  one 
track  and  sometimes  by  another,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  a  right 
of  road  across  the  common  from  one  terminus  to  the  other  may  not  be 
validly  claimed,  and  ma}*  not  be  as  good  as  a  right  over  an}'  formed 
road  ;  but  I  fully  concur  in  all  that  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  has  said  as 
to  there  being  no  right  to  use  the  way  further  than  for  all  purposes  ac- 
cording to  the  ordinary  and  reasonable  use  of  the  land  in  the  state  in 
which  it  formerly  was.  It  probably,  however,  would  be  better  that  the 
words  in  the  order,  "except  for  the  ordinary  farming  purposes  of  the 
said  camp  and  lands  respectively,"  should  be  altered  into  some  such 
expression  as  "except  for  the  purposes  to  which  the  land  has  been 
heretofore  applied." 

MELLISH,  L.  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  question  is  whether 
Mr.  Drax  and  his  tenants  are  entitled  to  use  this  right  of  way  for  the 
purpose  of  turning  the  land  into  building  land,  for  erecting  new  build- 
ings upon  it,  and  then,  after  the  buildings  are  erected,  for  the  purposes 
of  those  buildings.  It  is  admitted  in  the  bill,  and  proved  in  point  of 
fact,  that  the  right  of  way  did  exist  for  some  purposes,  and  I  do  not, 
an}-  more  than  the  Lord  Justice,  agree  with  what  was  thrown  out  by 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls  as  to  the  consequence  of  the  track  not  being 
a  perfectly  definite  track  over  the  common,  but  being  a  track  going  in 
varying  lines  previously  to  the  time  when  the  new  road  was  made.  No 
doubt  if  a  person  has  land  bordering  on  a  common,  and  it  is  proved 
that  he  went  on  the  common  at  any  place  where  his  land  might  happen 
to  adjoin  it,  sometimes  in  one  place  and  sometimes  in  another,  and  then 
went  over  the  common  sometimes  to  one  place  and  sometimes  to  another, 
it  would  be  difficult  from  that  to  infer  any  right  of  way.  But  if  you  can 
find  the  terminus  a  quo  and  the  terminus  ad  quern,  the  mere  fact  that 
the  owner  does  not  go  precisely  in  the  same  track  for  the  purpose  of 
going  from  one  place  to  the  other,  would  not  enable  the  owner  of  the 
servient  tenement  to  dispute  the  right  of  road.  Suppose  the  owner  of 
this  common  had  granted  by  deed  to  Mr.  Dixon  the  right  to  go  from 
the  gate  leading  out  of  Caesar's  Camp  to  the  highway  by  the  National 
School  with  carriages  and  horses  at  his  free  will  and  pleasure,  I  cannot 
suppose  that  the  grant  would  fail  in  point  of  law  because  it  did  not 
point  out  the  precise  definite  track  between  the  one  terminus  and  the 
other  in  which  he  was  to  go  in  using  the  right  of  way.  If  the  owner  of 
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the  servient  tenement  does  not  point  out  the  line  of  way,  then  the 
grantee  must  take  the  nearest  way  he  can.  If  the  owner  of  the  ser- 
vient tenement  wishes  to  confine  him  to  a  particular  track,  he  must  set 
out  a  reasonable  way,  and  then  the  person  is  not  entitled  to  go  out  of 
the  way  merely  because  the  way  is  rough,  and  there  are  ruts  in  it,  and 
so  forth.  In  my  opinion  the  bill  has  properly  admitted  that  the  defend- 
ant has  a  right  of  way  for  some  purposes. 

Then  comes  the  question,  What  is  the  extent  of  that  right  of  way  ? 
That  depends  partly  on  a  question  of  law,  and  parti}-  on  a  question  of 
fact,  but  mainly  on  a  question  of  law.  When  the  question  of  law  is 
settled,  there  is  no  great  difficulty  in  arriving  at  a  proper  conclusion  in 
point  of  fact.  The  question  of  law  is  this :  Assuming  that  it  is  made 
out  that  Mr.  Drax  and  his  tenants  have  used  this  way,  not  exclusive]}' 
for  agricultural  purposes,  but  for  all  purposes  for  which  they  wanted  it, 
in  the  state  in  which  the  land  was  at  the  time  of  the  supposed  grant,  — 
at  the  time  when  the  way  first  began,  —  and  assuming  that  there  has 
been  no  material  alteration  in  the  premises  since  that  time,  does  that 
entitle  Mr.  Drax  to  alter  substantially  and  increase  the  burden  on  the 
servient  tenement  by  building  any  number  of  houses  he  pleases  on  this 
property  and  giving  to  the  persons  who  inhabit  those  houses  a  right  to 
use  the  way  for  all  purposes  connected  with  the  houses?  I  certainly 
was  under  the  impression  when  this  case  was  opened  that  the  owner  of 
the  dominant  tenement  could  not  increase  or  alter  the  burden  on  the 
servient  tenement  in  any  such  way  as  that.  Mr.  Miller  called  our 
attention  very  pointedly  to  the  language  of  Mr.  Baron  Parke  in  Cow- 
ling \.  Hi'jtjutsun,  4  M.  &  W.  245,  which  certainly  raised  some  doubt 
in  my  mind  as  to  what  the  true  rule  of  law  is.  But  now  that  the  other 
cases  have  been  cited,  I  doubt  whether  Baron  Parke  had  the  question 
now  before  us  present  to  his  mind,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  true 
rule  is  that  laid  down  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Bovill  and  Mr.  Justice  Willes 
in  the  case  of  Williams  v.  James,  and  substantially  assented  to  l>y 
Baron  Parke  himself  in  the  case  of  Henning  v.  Burnett,  8  Ex.  187. 
In  Cowling  v.  Higginson,  4  M.  &  W.  245,  256,  Lord  Abinger  is  cau- 
tious in  the  way  in  which  he  lays  down  the  rule.  He  says  (4  M.  &  W. 
256)  :  "  If  a  way  has  been  used  for  several  purposes,  there  may  be  a 
ground  for  inferring  that  there  is  a  right  of  way  for  all  purposes ;  but 
if  the  evidence  shows  a  user  for  one  purpose,  or  for  particular  purposes 
only,  an  inference  of  a  general  right  would  hardly  be  presumed."  If  he 
has  used  it  only  for  purposes  connected  with  the  occupation  of  the 
land  in  its  existing  state,  that  may  be  considered  to  be  a  user  for  par- 
ticular purposes,  and  I  have  a  doubt  whether  Baron  Parke  really  in- 
tended the  contrary ;  for  if  the  facts  in  Cowling  v.  Higginson  are 
looked  at,  it  will  be  found  that  the  mines  had  been  opened,  and  there- 
fore, though  they  had  not  been  worked  for  seventy  j-ears,  it  was  a 
property  with  existing  mines  in  it  The  way,  it  is  true,  had  not  been 
used  for  those  mines,  but  as  the  property  was  a  property  within  which 
there  were  opened  mines,  it  might  fairly  be  inferred  that  the  right  ex- 
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tended  to  using  the  road  for  the  purposes  of  the  mines,  the  working 
them  being  a  reasonable  use  of  the  land  in  the  condition  in  which  it 
was.  But  however  that  may  be,  in  my  opinion  the  true  rule  is  that'' 
stated  b}*  Lord  Chief  Justice  Bovill,  that  when  a  right  of  way  to  a 
piece  of  land  is  proved,  then  that  is,  unless  something  appears  to  the 
contrary,  a  right  of  way  for  all  purposes  according  to  the  ordinary  and 
reasonable  use  to  which  that  land  might  be  applied  at  the  time  of  the 
supposed  grant.  Mr.  Justice  Willes  evidently  agrees  with  that  view. 

That  being  the  rule,  what  are  the  purposes  for  which,  according  to 
the  ordinary  and  reasonable  uses  to  which  this  land  might  be  applied, 
according  to  its  state  at  the  time  of  the  grant  or  supposed  grant,  this 
road  ma}T  be  used  ?  When  Warren  Farm  was  first  enclosed  we  do  not 
know,  but  at  whatever  time  it  may  have  been  enclosed,  one  cannot  sup- 
pose that  anybod}'  thought  of  its  being  used  for  general  building  pur- 
poses, though  no  doubt  the  owner  of  the  farm  must  always  have 
required,  first  of  all,  the  wa}-  to  the  Kingston  Road  in  one  direction, 
and  then  a  way  to  Wimbledon,  which  lies  in  another  direction.  Is  there 
any  such  evidence  of  user  for  purposes  be}'ond  what  was  necessary, 
and  beyond  what  was  reasonably  required  for  the  occupation  of  the 
land  in  its  existing  state,  as  that  we  can  find  that  the  right  extends 
beyond  that?  I  agree,  if  we  found  that  several  houses  had  been  built 
from  time  to  time,  and  that  the  owner  had  carried  the  materials  over 
this  road,  and  the  occupiers  of  the  new  houses  had  used  the  road,  we 
might  infer  that  the  right  of  way  was  not  to  be  confined  to  those  partic- 
ular houses,  because  that  was  not  the  original  grant,  but  that  the  par- 
ties contemplated  building  generally  at  the  time  of  the  original  grant, 
and  intended  to  include  in  it  a  right  of  wa}-  to  all  future  houses.  I  will 
not  say  that  there  is  no  evidence  here  of  such  a  right,  but  there  is  not 
sufficient  evidence  for  us  to  act  upon,  or  to  lead  us  to  sa}-  that  there  is 
a  right  beyond  what  is  necessar}"  and  reasonable  for  the  occupation 
of  the  premises  as  a  farm.  The  enlargement  of  Warren  Farm-house 
does  not  cany  the  right  be3~ond  a  right  for  farming  purposes.  It  would 
be  a  very  narrow  construction  to  say  that  where  a  small  farm-house 
with  some  small  buildings  was  erected  200  or  300  years  ago,  the  right 
of  wa\'  to  it  did  not  include  a  right  of  carting  materials  to  enlarge  the 
farm  buildings  so  as  to  adapt  them  to  the  present  state  of  agriculture. 

Then  with  regard  to  the  changing  a  mud  cottage  into  a  brick  cottage. 
That  is  very  weak  evidence,  if  it  is  evidence  at  all ;  because  if  a  mud 
cottage  becomes  unfit  for  human  habitation,  and  is  rebuilt  with  brick, 
although  there  is  the  carrying  of  bricks  for  the  time,  the  burden  is  not 
permanently  increased,  for  going  to  the  brick  cottage  after  it  is  once 
built  is  no  greater  burden  than  the  going  to  the  mud  cottage.  The 
other  users  that  occurred  of  taking  away  gravel,  of  going  there  for  the 
purposes  of  shooting,  are  users  reasonably  connected  with  the  occupa- 
tion of  the  premises,  as  they  have  been  during  the  whole  time  that  the 
right  of  way  has  existed,  as  far  as  we  know.  I  am  therefore  of  opin- 
ion that  it  is  not  made  out  that  there  is  any  right  to  use  this  road  for 
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the  purpose  of  erecting  entirely  new  buildings,  and  then,  after  those 
buildings  are  erected,  to  use  the  road  for  the  purpose  of  those  buildings. 
I  agree,  therefore,  that  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

BAGGALLAY,  J.  A.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  appears  to  me  that 
there  are  two  questions  for  decision  in  this  case.  First,  what  is  the 
extent  of  the  right  of  way  which  is  proved  b}'  the  evidence  in  the  case  ; 
and,  secondly,  if  a  right  of  way  is  established  limited  to  particular  pur- 
poses, whether  it  can  be  extended  consistent!}'  with  the  rules  of  law 
applicable  to  questions  of  the  like  kind.  I  think  the  judgment  of  Mr. 
Baron  Parke  in  the  case  of  Cowling  v.  Higginson  has  been  interpreted 
so  as  to  extend  its  application  beyond  what  that  learned  Baron  in- 
tended. It  is  true  that  in  one  part  of  the  judgment  he  uses  this  expres- 
sion :  "  If  it  is  shown  that  the  defendant,  and  those  under  whom  he 
claimed,  had  used  the  wa}'  whenever  they  had  required  it,  it  is  strong 
evidence  to  show  that  the}'  had  a  general  right  to  use  it  for  all  purposes, 
and  from  which  a  jur}'  might  infer  a  general  right."  Those  words  taken 
by  themselves  point  in  the  direction  of  Mr.  Miller's  argument ;  but  I 
think  those  wide  words  are  qualified  b}'  this  further  statement :  "If  thie\ 
way  is  confined  to  a  particular  purpose,  the  juiy  ought  not  to  extend  it ;  > 
but  if  it  is  proved  to  have  been  used  for  a  variety  of  purposes,  then  ] 
they  might  be  warranted  in  finding  a  wa}'  for  all."  Now  let  us  take  the-^ 
case  of  an  agricultural  district  where  there  had  been  a  right  of  way  to 
certain  land  exercised  for  agricultural  purposes  only  for  a  length  of 
time,  and  then  it  appears  that  there  is  valuable  gravel  on  the  estate, 
and  the  gravel  is  raised  and  sold  from  time  to  time,  and  carried  over 
the  way  previously  used  for  agricultural  purposes  alone ;  if  afterwards 
other  mineral  produce  is  found  and  raised,  and  the  way  is  used  for 
carrying  that  away,  and  then  the  wa}'  is  used  for  a  variet}'  of  other  pur- 
poses that  from  time  to  time  arise  in  the  course  of  the  occupation  of  the 
land,  I  can  understand  that  if  the  case  went  to  a  jury,  with  user  for  all 
this  variety  of  purposes  established,  the  jury  would  or  might  infer  that 
the  original  grant  was  a  grant  for  all  purposes.  No  such  case  arises 
here.  If  it  is  not  proved  by  evidence  —  as  I  think  it  is  —  it  is  admitted 
that  the  right  of  way  was  used  for  agricultural  purposes  from  time 
immemorial.  In  addition  to  that,  two  or  three  users  are  suggested  as 
going  beyond  agricultural  purposes,  but  do  not  appear  to  me  to  do  so, 
such  as  building  a  new  barn,  adding  a  wing  to  the  house,  and  the 
shooting.  Then  we  have  two  slight  circumstances,  —  the  replacing  a 
mud  cottage  upon  a  portion  of  the  property  by  a  more  substantial 
building,  and  the  taking  gravel  and  carting  it  away.  We  have  no  evi- 
dence of  user  for  any  purposes  beyond  the  purposes  I  have  referred  to. 
If  the  case  came  before  me  as  a  juryman  to  say  whether  I  would  infer 
a  right  to  use  the  way  for  all  purposes,  I  should  answer  "  No."  It  is 
not  like  a  general  user  for  all  purposes,  such  as  Baron  Parke  contem- 
plated. Therefore  the  first  question  must  be  answered  that  the  right  of 
way  extended  to  the  purposes  for  which  it  has  hitherto  been  enjoyed, 
and  no  further. 
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Then  the  second  question  is,  whether  the  right  to  use  this  way  being 
limited  to  the  particular  purposes,  as  to  which  there  has  been  actual 
proof,  can  be  extended  to  the  purposes  for  which  the  defendant  desires 
to  use  it.  I  think  he  cannot  do  that  consistently  with  the  rules  of  law 
which  have  been  from  time  to  time  enunciated,  and  particularly  in  the 
case  of  Williams  v.  James,  that  you  must  neither  increase  the  burden 
on  the  servient  tenement,  nor  substantially  change  the  nature  of  the 
user.  Answering  the  questions  that  arise  in  this  case  in  the  way  I 
have  suggested,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  judgment  of  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  is  correct ;  and,  subject  to  the  modification  which  has  been 
mentioned  by  the  Lord  Justice,  there  must  be  an  injunction. 

BRAMWELL,  B.     I  agree.     I  have  nothing  to  add. 


NEWCOMEN  v.   COULSON. 

COURT  OF  APPEAL.     1877. 

[Reported  5  Ch.  Div.  133.] 

IN  1760  an  Act  was  passed  for  enclosing  common  lands  at  East 
Coatham,  in  Yorkshire.  By  the  award  made  in  pursuance  of  this  Act, 
being  in  form  a  deed  to  which  all  the  allottees  were  parties,  the  com- 
missioners allotted  to  Richard  Agar  a  portion  of  the  common,  contain- 
ing 7a.  Or.  4p.,  and  directed  that  he  should  maintain  the  southern  and 
eastern  fences.  The  award  conferred  upon  Agar  and  some  other  allot- 
tees a  right  of  way  in  the  following  terms  :  — 

"The  said  commissioners  do  hereby  award,  direct,  and  appoint  that 
the  said  W.  Turner,  R.  Agar,  &c.,  and  the  owner  and  owners  for  the 
time  being  of  the  lands  hereby  to  them  respectively  allotted,  shall  for- 
ever hereafter  have  and  enjoy  a  way-right  and  liberty  of  passage  for 
themselves  and  their  respective  tenants  and  farmers  of  the  said  lands 
and  grounds,  as  well  on  foot  as  on  horseback,  and  with  their  carts  and 
carriages,  and  to  lead  and  drive  their  horses,  oxen,  and  Other  cattle,  as 
often  as  occasion  shall  require,  from  the  common  highway  leading  from 
Redcar  aforesaid  to  the  northeast  end  of  the  said  R.  Agar's  aforesaid  / 
allotment  in  the  said  East  Stoney  Butts,  and  from  thence  to  the  said 
old  enclosures  called  West  Dyke  Closes,  in,  over,  and  through  the  east 


end  or  part  of  their  said  respective  allotments  in  the  said  East  Stoney 
Butts  and  Upper  Half  Acres  to  and  from  their  said  respective  allot- 
ments without  interruption,  or  paying  any  consideration  for  the  same, 
doing  as  little  damage  to  the  soil  or  the  corn,  grass,  or  herbage  as 


may  be." 

The  award  also  directed  that  in  case  the  said  allottees,  or  any  of    /  ^ 
them,  or  any  of  the  owners  for  the  time  being  of  their  respective  allot- 
ments, should  "  street  out"  the  same  way  leading  through  their  said 
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respective  allotments,  the  same  should  be  made,  and  should  forever  re- 
main, eleven  yards  broad,  at  the  least,  between  the  quicksets,  but  that 
such  way  was  not,  nor  was  intended  to  be,  admitted  to  be  a  way  of 
right  for  an}-  other  person  or  persons  whomsoever  than  as  aforesaid. 

In  pursuance  of  this  award  a  road  was  set  out  with  a  quickset 
hedge  on  each  side  of  it,  being  of  the  required  width  of  thirty-three 
feet. 

The  defendants  were  the  owners  of  a  portion  of  Agar's  allotment. 
The  plaintiff  was  the  lord  of  the  manor,  and  also  the  owner  of  the  land 
adjoining  the  highway  mentioned  in  the  award.  The  road  set  out  by 
the  award  from  Agar's  allotment  to  the  above-mentioned  highway  ran 
over  part  of  the  lord's  said  land. 

The  defendants  had  commenced  building  upon  their  land  a  number  of 
villa  residences,  and  for  more  convenient  access  to  them  the}1  had  com- 
menced forming  a  solid  granite  road  in  lieu  of  the  common  cart-road 
which  had  for  many  years  existed  there ;  and  they  were  also  about  to 
erect  a  bridge  across  a  small  stream  called  the  Stell,  which  formed  the 
boundary  between  the  land  allotted  under  the  award  and  the  high-road. 

The  plaintiff  thereupon  commenced  this  action,  asking  for  an  injunc- 
tion restraining  the  defendants  from  erecting  a  bridge  across  the  Stell, 
so  as  to  rest  upon  or  otherwise  interfere  with  the  piece  of  land  belong- 
ing to  the  plaintiff  situate  on  the  south  side  of  the  high-road,  and  from 
making  a  road  upon  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  plaintiff's  said  piece  of 
land,  and  from  exercising  any  rights  of  ownership  thereupon,  and  from 
using  the  same  piece  of  land  otherwise  than  in  accordance  with  their 
rights  under  the  award,  whereby,  as  the  plaintiff  alleged,  a  right  of 
road  solely  for  agricultural  purposes  over  the  plaintiff's  said  piece  of 
land  was  given  to  the  owners  for  the  time  being  of  the  defendants' 
land  ;  and  for  damages  for  wrongfully  entering  the  plaintiff's  piece  of 
land  and  erecting  the  said  bridge  and  making  the  road. 

The  plaintiff  moved  for  an  injunction  as  above.  The  motion  was 
heard  before  Vice-Chancellor  Matins  on  the  21st  of  December,  1876. 

When  the  case  was  opened,  Glasse,  Q.  C.,  for  the  defendants,  sub- 
mitted, for  the  purpose  of  the  present  application,  to  an  injunction  as 
to  the  bridge  proposed  to  be  erected  over  the  Stell.  The  Vice-Chan- 
cellor refused  the  motion  as  to  the  right  of  way,  but  continued  the 
interim  order  as  to  the  bridge.  The  plaintiff  appealed. 

ffiggins,  Q.  C.,  and  Procter,  for  the  appellant. 

Glasse,  Q.  C.,  and  W.W.  Karslake,  for  the  defendants,  were  not 
called  upon. 

JESSEL,  M.  R.  I  think  that  this  appeal  cannot  be  maintained.  The 
first  question  to  be  considered  is,  What  is  the  effect  of  the  grant?  It 
is  not  very  artificially  worded,  but  we  must  look  at  it  with  regard 
to  the  nature  of  the  case.  The  enclosure  was  carried  out  in  a  way 
that  was  common  in  former  times,  —  by  a  deed  to  which  all  the  allot- 
tees are  parties.  [His  Lordship  read  the  clauses  which  are  set  out 
above.] 
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/ 

The  first  point  made  was  this :  It  was  said  that  as  this  was  a  grant  to 
the  owner  and  owners  for  the  time  being  of  the  lands,  if  the  lands  became 
severed  the  owners  of  the  severed  portions  could  not  exercise  the  right 
of  way.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  law  is  quite  clear  the  other  way. 
Where  the  grant  is  in  respect  of  the  lands  and  not  in  respect  of  the  per- 
son, it  is  severed  when  the  lands  are  severed,  that  is,  it  goes  with  every 
part  of  the  severed  lands.  On  principle,  this  is  clear.  It  never  could 
have  been  contemplated  in  the  case  of  an  award  like  this  that  the  prop- 
erty was  never  to  be  divided,  nor  is  it  to  be  contended  that  if  a  man 
died  and  left  two  or  three  daughters  co-heiresses,  and  they  partitioned 
the  estate,  the  right  of  way  was  lost,  and  their  allotments  forever  de- 
prived of  access  to  the  highwa}'.  But,  in  addition  to  that,  I  think  that 
the  case  is.  fairly  covered  b}*  authority.  In  Harris  v.  Drewe,  2  B.  & 
Ad.  164,  a  pew  was  granted  by  a  faculty  to  John  Emery  and  his  family 
forever,  and  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  the  said  messuage,  exclu- 
sively of  all  other  persons.  The  plaintiff  Harris  occupied  a  summer- 
house  which  he  had  converted  into  a  house,  and  into  which  he  had 
thrown  one  room  of  the  old  house.  It  was  held  that  he  had  a  right  in 
the  pew  in  respect  of  his  occupation  of  that  one  room.  Lord  Tenterden 
says  (2  B.  &  Ad.  166)  :  "  The  plaintiff  was  the  occupier  of  the  sum- 
mer-house and  of  one  room  which  was  part  of  the  old  dwelling-house. 
The  faculty  gave  a  right  to  the  several  persons  who  should  be  occu- 
piers of  the  messuage  to  use  the  pew."  And  then  Justice  Littledale 
says  :  "I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  plaintiff  having  a  right  by  the 
facult}'  to  use  the  pew,  the  churchwardens  had  no  right  to  interfere  as 
the}1  did,  and  were  wrongdoers.  It  may  certainly  happen,  in  con- 
sequence of  a  house  being  subdivided,  that  three  or  four  families  may 
become  entitled  to  use  a  pew  belonging  to  the  original  messuage." 
There  are  the  very  words,  ' '  owners  and  occupiers."  The  same  point 
in  another  shape  came  before  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  Codling 
v.  Johnson,  9  B.  &  C.  933,  934,  where  in  trespass  quare  dausum  fre- 
git  the  defendant  prescribed  in  a  que  estate  for  a  right  of  way  over  the 
locus  in  quo.  It  appeared  that  the  defendant's  land  had  within  fifty 
years  been  part  of  a  large  common,  and  afterwards  enclosed  under  the 
provisions  of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  and  allotted  to  the  defendant's 
ancestor,  and  it  was  held  that  notwithstanding  this  evidence  the  right 
claimed  by  the  defendant's  plea  might  in  law  exist,  and  the  jury  having 
found  that  in  fact  it  did  exist,  the  court  refused  to  disturb  the  verdict. 
Justice  Bayley  there  says :  "  It  appears  by  the  report  that  the  jury 
were  satisfied  of  the  existence  of  this  immemorial  right  of  way.  Sup- 
pose this  land  to  have  been  part  of  the  waste  before  the  enclosure,  then 
the  lord  might  have  the  right  for  himself  and  his  tenants  to  use  the 
way,  and  then  each  person  having  an  allotment  under  the  enclosure 
would  have  the  right  of  way."  It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  both  on  prin- 
ciple and  authority,  we  must  decide  against  the  appellant. 

The  next  point  made  was  this :  It  was  said  that  the  grant  conferred  a 
right  to  use  the  way  only  so  long  as  the  allotment  was  used  for  agricultural 
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purposes.  I  cannot  find  any  such  restriction.  The  right  is  to  the 
owners  or  owner  for  the  time  being  of  the  lands.  Now  land,  accord- 
ing to  English  law,  includes  everything  on  or  under  the  soil ;  all  build- 
ings that  you  may  erect  on  it;  all  mines  that  }'ou  may  sink  under  it. 
If  an  allottee  builds  a  house,  or,  as  it  is  said  here,  twent3"-six  houses, 
on  the  land,  the  owner  of  each  house,  with  the  soil  on  which  it  stands, 
is  an  owner  of  part  of  the  lands,  and  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 
grant.  Irrespectively  of  the  technical  meaning  of  the  word  "land,"  it 
could  hardly  be  contended  that  on  the  occasion  of  an  enclosure  it  was 
contemplated  that  at  no  time  thereafter  would  any  allottee  erect  on  an}' 
part  of  these  large  allotments,  which  I  see  include  old  enclosures,  any 
laborers'  cottages,  or  any  house  or  dwelling  of  any  kind,  or  even  a 
stable  for  his  horses.  I  have  no  doubt,  therefore,  that  the  word 
"  land  "  is  used  advisedly.  This  being  so,  it  appears  to  me  the  right  is 
a  general  right  of  way,  a  right  of  way-to  all  the  houses  which  may  be 
built  on  the  land  in  question. 

Then  it  is  said  the  provision  that  the  allottees  shall  do  as  little  dam- 
age as  may  be  to  the  soil  or  the  corn,  grass,  or  herbage,  prohibits  what 
is  now  being  done.  That  provision  obviously  is  put  in  to  show  that  if 
the  way  was  not  fenced  off,  the  persons  using  it  must  only  go  from  point 
to  point  in  the  shortest  wa}r,  and  not  deviate  over  the  field  so  as  to 
damage  the  corn  and  grass  more  than  necessary.  It  appears  to  me  that 
these  words  by  no  means  limit  the  right  of  the  grantee  to  use  the  way 
for  all  reasonable  purposes. 

Then  it  was  said,  admitting  the  owner  of  each  house  to  have  a  right  of 
way,  still  the  grantees  have  no  right  to  enter  upon  the  allotments  over 
which  the  right  of  way  is  granted  for  the  purpose  of  laying  down  a 
metalled  road.  Now,  it  was  conceded  to  be  the  principle  of  law  that 
the  grantee  of  a  right  of  way  has  a  right  to  enter  upon  the  land  of  the 
grantor  over  which  the  way  extends  for  the  purpose  of  making  the 
grant  effective,  that  is,  to  enable  him  to  exercise  the  right  granted  to 
him.  That  includes  not  only  keeping  the  road  in  repair,  but  the  right 
of  making  a  road.  If  you  grant  to  me  over  a  field  a  right  of  carriage- 
way to  my  house,  I  ma}'  enter  upon  your  field  and  make  over  it  a  car- 
riage-way sufficient  to  support  the  ordinary  traffic  of  a  carriage-way, 
otherwise  the  grant  is  of  no  use  to  me,  because  my  carriage  would  sink 
up  to  the  naves  of  the  wheels  in  a  week  or  two  of  wet  weather.  It 
cannot  be  contended  that  the  word  "  repair"  in  such  a  case  is  limited 
to  making  good  the  defects  in  the  original  soil  by  subsidence  or  washing 
away,  it  must  include  the  right  of  making  the  road  such  that  it  can  be 
used  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  granted.  Therefore  I  think  the 
defendants  have  a  right  to  make  an  effective  carriage- way  going,  as  they 
are  going,  by  the  shortest  route,  and  not  interfering  with  the  land  to  a 
greater  extent  in  width  than  the  width  of  the  street  pointed  out  by  the 
deed  itself. 

The  last  point  was  this  :  It  was  said,  "  Assuming  the  defendant  has 
such  a  right,  at  all  events  he  has  not  that  right  now,  he  has  not  yet 
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completely  built  his  house  or  houses  ;  they  are  only  in  process  of  build- 
ing, and  he  is  preparing  to  make  his  road  before  it  is  wanted."  ,As  to 
that,  it  appears  to  me  that  we  must  look  at  the  case  in  a  reasonable 
way.  Jf_.A  man  is^JiiHkttng~sT  house  or  houses,  landlie^vants  carts  or 
carriages  to  go  along  the  road,  either  to  carr}*  materials  for  the  build- 
ing, or  with  a  view  to  the  use  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  houses  when 
built,  it  is  not  reasonable  to  say  that  he  ma}-  not  make  his  road  till  the 
house  is  completed  and  somebody  is  going  to  inhabit  it.  The  reason- 
able thing  is,  that  he  may  during  the  building  do,  by  way  of  anticipa- 
tion, that  which  he  would,  according  to  this  argument,  have  the  right 
to  do  the  moment  the  house  was  completed.  But  there  is  an  additional 
answer  to  that  argument,  that,  assuming  it  to  be  sound,  it  would  not 
justify  an  injunction.  If  a  man  is  about  completing  a  house,  and  would 
have  the  right  to  make  a  road  to  it  as  soon  as  it  was  completed,  the  in- 
termediate damage  occasioned  by  his  making  the  road  while  the  house 
is  building  must  be  of  the  most  trifling  description.  It  must  be  the 
loss  for  that  short  time  of  the  grass  which  would  grow  over  the  road 
which  was  continually  traversed  by  men,  horses,  and  carriages.  Such 
a  case  is  certainly  not  one  in  which  the  court  will  interfere  by  injunc- 
tion. Nor  was  the  case  really  put  on  that  ground.  For  these  reasons, 
it  appears  to  me  that  the  judgment  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  ought  to  be 
upheld. 

JAMES,  L.  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  As  to  what  was  read  from 
the  Vice-Chancellor's  judgment  about  this  not  being  an  easement,  I 
think  there  must  be  some  mistake.  It  is  an  easement,  and  our  judg- 
ment is  based  upon  its  being  such.  Those  rights  which  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  has  held  to  belong  to  the  defendants,  in  which  I  full}*  concur, 
belong  to  them  as  the  owners  of  an  easement  in  respect  of  the  domi- 
nant tenement  as  against  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement.  As  to 
forming  a  substantial  carriage-road,  I  agree  with  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls.  The  case  is  not,  in  m}-  opinion,  one  tenth  part  as  strong  or  as 
difficult  as  Dand  v.  Ifingscote,  6  M.  &  W.  174,  on  which  we  are  told 
the  Vice-Chancellor  proceeded. 


-  . 

BAGGALLAY,  J.  A.     I  agree. 

/-^rf'^1^  '  I 


LONDON  v.  RIGGS. 
CHANCERY  DIVISION. 

[Reported  13  Ch.  D.  798.] 

DEMURRER.     The  statement  of  claim  alleged  - 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  6th  of  April,  1877,  the  defendant  Heath-  -  -   ," 

cote  granted  to  the  plaintiffs,  the  Corporation  of  London,  for  value,  cer-   -/~/r 
tain  pieces  of  open  and  enclosed  land  being  waste  land  of  the  manor  of  < 

-0 
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Chingford  and  of  Epping  Forest,  in  the  count}-  of  Essex,  containing 
about  141  acres,  to  hold  the  same  unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiffs, 
their  successors  and  assigns  forever,  subject  to  such  rights  of  common 
(if  any)  as  such  hereditaments  were  then  subject  to  :  and  the  plaintiffs 
thereby  declared  that  they  would  hold  the  said  hereditaments  as  an 
open  space  forever,  subject  only  to  the  forest  laws  and  the  rights  of 
common  (if  any)  subsisting  over  the  said  hereditaments  or  any  part 
thereof. 

By  the  Epping  Forest  Act,  1878,  it  was  enacted  that  Epping  Forest 
(which  included  the  hereditaments  combed  by  the  said  indenture) 
should  be  regulated  and  managed  by  the  Corporation  of  London  as  con- 
servators thereof.  And  by  the  said  Act  Epping  Forest  was  disaffor- 
ested ;  and  it  was  provided  that,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act, 
the  said  conservators  should  at  all  times  keep  Epping  Forest  unenclosed 
and  unbuilt  upon  as  an  open  space  for  the  recreation  and  enjoyment  of 
the  public,  and  should  by  all  lawful  means  prevent  enclosures,  encroach- 
ments, and  buildings,  and  all  attempts  for  the  purpose  on  any  part 
thereof  or  to  appropriate  or  use  the  same,  or  the  soil,  timber,  or  roads 
thereof,  or  any  part  thereof,  for  an}'  purpose  inconsistent  with  the 
objects  of  the  Act. 

At  the  date  of  the  said  indenture  of  the  6th  of  April,  1877,  the  de- 
fendant Heathcote,  and  for  many  years  continuously  before  and  down 
to  the  date  thereof,  he  and  his  predecessors  in  title  was  and  were  seised 
in  fee  simple  of  the  said  hereditaments  conveyed  by  the  said  indenture, 
and  also  of  a  piece  of  old  enclosed  land  of  about  two  acres  called  the 
Barn  Hoppet,  which  was  entirely  surrounded  by  the  hereditaments  so 
conveyed  to  the  plaintiffs. 

During  such  unit}'  of  seisin  in  the  defendant  Heathcote  of  the  said 
hereditaments  so  conveyed  to  the  plaintiffs  and  of  the  Barn  Hoppet,  and 
down  to  the  acts  thereinafter  complained  of,  the  Barn  Hoppet  was  ex- 
clusively used  for  agricultural  purposes,  and  there  were  no  buildings 
thereon.  There  was  a  gate  on  the  northwest  side  thereof,  but  no  road, 
path,  or  defined  track  leading  to  such  gate,  or  to  any  other  part  of  the 
Barn  Hoppet,  and  the  defendant  Heathcote  and  his  predecessors,  own- 
ers of  the  Barn  Hoppet  and  of  the  lands  conveyed  to  the  plaintiffs,  and 
the  tenants  of  the  Barn  Hoppet,  obtained  access  to  the  Barn  Hoppet, 
and  conveyed  their  crops,  manure,  and  other  things  necessary  for  and 
arising  from  the  cultivation  thereof,  to  and  from  the  same  by  crossing 
the  lands  so  conveyed  in  various  directions  to  and  from  a  road  or  track 
leading  from  a  road  called  Whitehall  Road  on  the  south  side  of  the  land 
so  conveyed  to  a  house  called  Queen  Elizabeth's  Lodge  on  the  north 
side  thereof,  and  to  and  from  a  barn  near  to  and  held  with  the  house. 

The  said  indenture  of  the  6th  of  April,  1877,  did  not  expressly  re- 
serve any  right  of  way  for  the  defendant  Heathcote,  his  heirs  or  assigns, 
tenants  or  occupiers,  to  the  Barn  Hoppet. 

The  defendant  Riggs,  in  the  month  of  September,  1879,  entered  into 
possession  of  the  Barn  Hoppet  as  tenant  of  the  defendant  Heathcote, 
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and  had  since  made  preparations  for  the  erection  on  the  Barn  Hoppet 
of  a  house  and  other  buildings  for  the  sale  of  refreshments  to  the  pub- 
lic. He  had  also  dug  trenches  for  the  foundations  of  the  house,  had 
erected  a  workshop,  and  had  drawn  timber  and  other  materials  for  the 
erection  of  the  workshop  and  other  buildings  across  the  land  conveyed 
to  the  plaintiffs  by  the  indenture  of  the  6th  of  April,  1877,  and  had 
thereby  made  an  unlawful  use  of  the  said  waste,  and  had  injured  the 
surface  of  the  said  land  and  the  herbage  growing  thereon,  and  had 
encroached  upon  the  soil  of  the  said  forest.  He  and  the  defendant 
Heathcote  threatened  and  intended  to  continue  the  said  acts,  and  by  the 
use  of  the  intended  buildings  to  attract  great  numbers  of  persons  and 
cause  them  to  collect  together  in  order  to  visit  and  frequent  the  same, 
and  for  those  purposes  to  cross  the  lands  so  conveyed  to  the  plaintiffs 
both  in  carnages  and  on  foot,  and  would  thereby  do  further  injury  to 
and  make  further  encroachments  upon  the  soil  and  herbage  of  the  said 
forest ;  and  the  defendants  respectively  claimed  a  right  so  to  do. 

The  plaintiffs  accordingly  claimed,  1,  that  it  might  be  declared  that 
the  defendants  were  not  entitled  to  a  greater  or  other  way  to  and  from 
the  Barn  Hoppet  across  the  lands  conveyed  to  the  plaintiffs  by  the  in- 
denture of  the  6th  of  April,  1877,  than  a  way  of  necessity  sufficient  for 
the  use  of  the  Barn  Hoppet  for  agricultural  purposes  only  ;  and  that,  if 
necessary,  the  position,  dimensions,  and  other  particulars  of  the  said 
way  of  necessity  might  be  set  out  and  defined ;  2,  that  the  defendant 
Riggs  might  be  restrained  from  drawing  or  causing  to  be  drawn  across 
the  lands  so  conveyed  to  the  plaintiffs  any  timber  or  other  materials  for 
erecting  upon  the  Barn  Hoppet  any  building  to  be  used  for  any  pur- 
pose other  than  the  ordinary  agricultural  purposes  to  which  such  piece 
of  land  was  applied  before  and  at  the  date  of  the  conversance  to  the 
plaintiffs  ;  and  that  both  the  defendants  might  be  restrained  from  other- 
wise using  the  said  way  of  necessity,  or  the  said  lands  so  conveyed  to 
thfe  plaintiffs,  or  an}'  part  thei'eof,  as  a  means  of  access  to  the  Barn 
Hoppet  otherwise  than  in  accordance  with  such  declaration ;  and,  3, 
damages. 

The  defendants  demurred  to  the  whole  of  the  statement  of  claim,  ex- 
cept so  far  as  it  claimed,  if  necessar}*,  to  have  the  position  and  dimensions 
of  a  way  of  necessity  to  the  Barn  Hoppet  set  out  and  defined.  The  de- 
murrer also  alleged  that,  except  as  aforesaid,  the  statement  of  claim 
was  bad  in  law  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  Heathcote  and  his 
tenants  were  entitled  to  a  way  of  necessity  to  the  Barn  Hoppet  across 
the  lands  conveyed  to  the  plaintiffs  for  the  use  of  the  Barn  Hoppet  for 
all  purposes,  and  not  for  agricultural  purposes  only. 

The  demurrer  now  came  on  to  be  argued. 

Davey,  Q.  C.,  and  H.  A.  G-iffard,  for  the  demurrer. 

Chitty,  Q.  C.,  and  W.  It.  Fisher,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

JESSEL,  M.  R.  I  am  afraid  that,  whate-wer  I  may  call  my  decision,  it 
will,  in  effect,  be  making  law,  which  I  never  have  any  desire  to  do ;  but 
I  cannot  find  that  the  point  is  covered  by  any  decided  case,  or  even 
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appears  to  have  been  discussed  in  any  decided  case.  The  only  satis- 
faction I  have  in  deciding  the  point  is  this,  that  it  will  in  all  probability 
be  carried  to  a  higher  court,  and  it  will  be  for  that  court  to  make  the 
law,  or,  as  we  say,  declare  the  law,  and  not  for  me. 

The  real  question  I  have  to  decide  is  this,  —  whether,  on  a  grant  of 
land  wholly  surrounding  a  close,  the  implied  grant,  or  re-grant,  of  a 
right  of  way  by  the  grantee  to  the  grantor  to  enable  him  to  get  to  the 
reserved,  or  excepted,  or  enclosed  close,  is  a  grant  of  a  general  right  of 
wa}'  for  all  purposes,  or  only  a  grant  of  a  right  of  way  for  the  purpose 
of  the  enjoyment  of  the  reserved  or  excepted  close  in  its  then  state. 

There  is,  as  I  have  said,  no  distinct  authorit}*  on  the  question.  It 
seems  to  me  to  have  been  laid  down  in  very  early  times  —  and  I  have 
looked  into  a  great  number  of  cases,  and  among  others  several  black- 
letter  cases  —  that  the  right  to  a  wa}-  of  necessit}'  is  an  exception  to  the 
ordinary  rule  that  a  man  shall  not  derogate  from  his  own  grant,  and 
that  the  man  who  grants  the  surrounding  land  is  in  very  much  the  same 
position  as  regards  the  right  of  way  to  the  reserved  close  as  if  he  had 
granted  the  close,  retaining  the  surrounding  land.  Jn  both  cases  there 
is  what  is  called  a  wa}"  of  necessity  ;  and  the  way  of  necessity,  accord- 
ing to  the  old  rules  of  pleading,  must  have  been  pleaded  as  a  grant,  or, 
where  the  close  is  reserved,  as  it  is  here,  as  a  re-grant. 

Now  the  question  is,  what  is  the  re-grant?  I  fail  to  find  any  exact 
decision  on  the  point,  or  anything  coming  near  it,  for  it  does  not  seem  to 
have  been  discussed  anywhere ;  and  the  only  scintilla  I  can  find  going 
anywhere  near  the  point  is  an  observation  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  Cairns 
in  Gay  ford  v.  Mq/'att,  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  133,  135,  in  which  he  says, 
reading  from  Mr.  Serjeant  Williams's  note  to  Pomfret  v.  JRicroft,  1 
Wms.  Saund.,  ed.  1871,  pp.  571-574 :  "  This  principle  seems  to  be  the 
foundation  of  that  species  of  wa}*  which  is  usually  called  a  way  of  neces- 
s\ty ;  "  and  then  he  goes  on  to  sa}r,  "  Now.  that  is  exactl}*  the  interpre- 
tation of  the  words  used  in  this  grant,  '  with  all  ways  to  the  premises 
appertaining ; '  it  means,  with  such  a  way  as  the  law  would  hold  to  be 
necessarily  appertaining  to  premises  such  as  these,  —  that  is,  a  way  of 
necessit}" ;  therefore,  immediately  after  this  lease  was  granted,  this 
tenant  occupying  the  inner  close  became  entitled  to  a  way  of  necessity 
through  the  outer  close,  and  that  way  must  be  a  way  suitable  to  the 
business  to  be  carried  on  on  the  premises  demised,  namely,  the  business 
of  a  wine  and  spirit  merchant." 

It  is  therefore  obvious  to  me  that  Lord  Cairns  thought  a  way  of  neces- 
sit}'  meant  a  way  suitable  for  the  user  of  the  premises  at  the  time  when 
the  way  of  necessity  was  created  ;  and  that  is  all  I  can  find  in  the  shape 
of  authority  on  the  subject. 

Well,  now,  if  we  try  the  case  on  principle  —  treating  this  right  of 
way  as  an  exception  to  the  rule  —  ought  it  to  be  treated  as  a  larger  ex- 
ception than  the  necessity  of  the  case  warrants  ?  That  of  course  brings 
us  back  to  the  question.  What  does  the  necessity  of  the  case  require? 
The  object  of  implying  the  re-grant,  as  stated  by  the  older  judges,  was 
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that  if  you  did  not  give  the  owner  of  the  reserved  close  some  right  of 
way  or  other,  he  could  neither  use  nor  occupy  the  reserved  close,  nor 
derive  any  benefit  from  it.  But  what  is  the  extent  of  the  benefit  he  is 
to  have  ?  Is  he  entitled  to  say,  I  have  reserved  to  myself  more  than 
that  which  enables  me  to  enjoy  it  as  it  is  at  the  time  of  the  grant  ?  And 
if  that  is  the  true  rule,  that  he  is  not  to  have  more  than  necessity  re- 
quires, as  distinguished  from  what  convenience  ma}'  require,  it  appears 
to  me  that  the  right  of  way  must  be  limited  to  that  which  is  necessary 
at  the  time  of  the  grant ;  that  is,  he  is  supposed  to  take  a  re-grant  to 
himself  of  such  a  right  of  way  as  will  enable  him  to  enjoy  the  reserved 
thing  as  it  is. 

That  appears  to  me  to  be  the  meaning  of  a  right  of  way  of  necessity. 
If  you  imply  more,  you  reserve  to  him  not  only  that  which  enables  him  to 
enjoy  the  thing  he  has  reserved  as  it  is,  but  that  which  enables  him  to 
enjoy  it  in  the  same  way  and  to  the  same  extent  as  if  he  reserved  a 
general  right  of  way  for  all  purposes :  that  is  —  as  in  the  case  I  have 
before  me  —  a  man  who  reserves  two  acres  of  arable  land  in  the  middle 
of  a  large  piece  of  land  is  to  be  entitled  to  cover  the  reserved  land  with 
houses,  and  call  on  his  grantee  to  allow  him  to  make  a  wide  metalled 
road  up  to  it.  I  do  not  think  that  is  a  fair  meaning  of  a  way  of  neces- 
sity :  I  think  it  must  be  limited  by  the  necessity  at  the  time  of  the 
grant ;  and  that  the  man  who  does  not  take  the  pains  to  secure  an 
actual  grant  of  a  right  of  wa}'  for  all  purposes  is  not  entitled  to  be  put 
in  a  better  position  than  to  be  able  to  enjoy  that  which  he  had  at  the 
time  the  grant  was  made.  I  am  not  aware  of  am-  other  principle  on 
which  this  case  can  be  decided. 

I  may  be  met  by  the  objection  that  a  wa}'  of  necessity  must  mean 
something  more  than  what  I  have  stated,  because,  where  the  grant  is  of 
the  enclosed  piece,  the  grantee  is  entitled  to  use  the  land  for  all  pur- 
poses, and  should  therefore  be  entitled  to  a  right  of  way  commensurate 
with  his  right  of  enjoyment.  But  there  again  the  grantee  has  not  taken 
from  the  grantor  any  express  grant  of  a  right  of  wa}' ;  and  all  he  can 
be  entitled  to  ask  is  a  right  to  enable  him  to  enjoy  the  property  granted 
to  him  as  it  was  granted  to  him.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  the 
grant  of  the  property  gives  any  greater  right.  But  even  if  it  did,  the 
principle  applicable  to  the  grantee  is  not  quite  the  same  as  the  principle 
applicable  to  the  grantor ;  and  it  might  be  that  the  grantee  obtains  a 
larger  way  of  necessity  —  though  I  do  not  think  he  does  —  than  the 
grantor  does  under  the  implied  re-grant. 

I  am  afraid  that  I  am  laying  down  the  law  for  the  first  time,  that  I 
am  for  the  first  time  declaring  the  law  ;  but  it  is  a  matter  of  necessity 
from  which  I  cannot  escape. 

The  demurrer  must,  therefore,  be  overruled,  with  costs. 
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SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1840. 
[Reported  2  Met.  457.] 

SHAW,  C.  J.1  This  cause,  or  rather  several  causes  growing  out  of 
the  same  subject  of  controversy,  has  long  been  before  the  court ;  and 
it  is  to  be  regretted  that  all  points  of  dispute,  in  regard  to  the  relative 
rights  of  the  parties,  have  not  yet  been  adjusted.  Several  questions 
have  heretofore  been  decided,  and  the  parties  have  acquiesced  in  the 
decisions,  and  adjusted  their  buildings  in  conformity  with  them.  20 
Pick.  291. 

The  main  question,  which  now  remains  for  consideration,  between 
these  parties,  is,  whether  the  defendants  had  a  right  to  erect  a  building 
over  the  passage  way  which,  it  is  conceded,  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to 
have,  use,  and  enjo}',  on  the  sou  the  rl}*  side  of  the  defendants'  land.  It 
appears  that  heretofore  both  of  these  tenements  belonged  to  one  person, 
"and  of  course  neither  estate  was  then  subject  to  any  easement  for  the 
benefit  of  the  other ;  because  the  owner,  as  the  exclusive  proprietor, 
might  build  upon  any  part,  or  use  and  appropriate  an}'  and  even'  part 
of  the  estate  at  his  own  pleasure,  as  his  own  sense  of  his  interest  and 
convenience  might  dictate.  It  is  obvious,  that  so  long  as  two  tene- 
ments remain  the  estate  of  the  same  owner,  no  right  of  easement  can 
be  created  by  use,  however  long  continued ;  because  such  use  cannot 
be  adverse.  Whenever,  therefore,  such  proprietor  conve3's  awa\'  part  of 
the  estate  so  situated,  he  ma}'  create,  annex,  and  convey  with  the  es- 
tate granted,  such  rights  of  wa}T  over  his  other  estate  retained,  or  other 
easements  therein,  as  he  may  think  fit ;  and  also  he  may  reserve  out  of 
the  estate  granted,  and  annex  to  his  own  estate  retained,  such  ease- 
ments as  he  may  deem  proper.  And  the  acceptance  of  the  deed  by  the 
grantee,  whilst  it  gives  him  the  benefit  of  the  easements  granted,  sub- 
jects the  granted  estate,  both  in  his  own  hands  and  in  those  of  all 
others  who  may  come  in  under  him,  to  the  easements  reserved.  It 
stands,  therefore,  upon  the  ground  of  convention,  between  those  who 
have  a  disposing  power. 

There  are  cases,  indeed,  in  which  it  is  held,  that  long  use  may  be 
given  in  evidence  to  establish  the  right  of  the  grantee,  in  such  case,  to 
easements  in  and  over  the  estate  of  the  grantor ;  but  on  a  very  different 
principle  from  that  on  which  pi-escription  or  presumed  grant  is  founded. 
The  right  claimed  depends  on  grant ;  but  the  question  often  arises, 
from  the  ambiguity,  brevity,  or  uncertainty  of  the  descriptive  words 
used,  what  was  the  extent  of  such  grant ;  in  other  words,  what  was  the 

1  The  opinion  only  is  given. 


ATKINS   V.   BOKDMAN.  277 

intention  of  tire  parties  in  making  and  accepting  the  grant.  In  ascer- 
taining this  intent,  several  rules  of  exposition  are  adopted,  founded 
upon  experience,  to  enable  courts  to  determine,  or  to  approximate  to 
such  meaning  and  intent.  It  is  a  rule,  that  the  language  of  a  convej'- 
ance  shall  be  construed  most  strongly  against  the  grantor ;  because  it 
is  his  act,  and  the  language  that  of  his  choice  or  dictation.  Again ;  a 
grant  being  made  for  a  valuable  consideration,  it  shall  be  presumed 
that  the  grantor  intended  to  convey,  and  the  grantee  expected  to  re- 
ceive, the  full  benefit  of  it,  and  therefore  that  the  grantor  not  only  con- 
veyed the  thing  specificall}-  described,  but  ah1  other  things,  so  far  as  it 
was  in  his  power  to  pass  them,  which  were  necessaiy  to  the  enjoyment 
of  the  thing  granted.  Thus  the  grant  of  a  mill  actually  driven  by 
water,  though  not  described  as  a  water-mill  in  the  deed,  carries  with  it 
a  right  to  the  stream  which  supplies  the  mill,  although  it  comes  to  the 
mill  wholly  through  other  land  of  the  grantor.  He  cannot  divert  it, 
and  thus  derogate  from  the  beneficial  effect  of  his  grant.  The  grant  of 
a  messuage  or  tract  of  land,  with  no  access  to  it  but  over  other  laud  of 
the  grantor,  is  by  implication  a  tacit  grant  of  a  convenient  right  of  way 
to  it  over  such  other  land.  But  there  is  another  rule  in  ascertaining 
the  meaning  of  parties  where  the  deed  is  silent,  or  the  language  defec- 
tive or  ambiguous,  and  one  to  which  we  more  particularly  before 
alluded  ;  and  it  is  this :  that  it  is  competent,  in  order  to  show  what  the 
parties  probably  meant,  where  the  language  is  not  fully  clear  and 
unambiguous,  to  prove  the  local  position,  the  relative  situation  of  the 
estate  granted,  that  of  the  estate  reserved,  and  also  the  manner  in 
which  the  grantor  himself  had  used  it,  when  owner  of  the  whole.  Such 
evidence  of  use  of  particular  ways  over  one  estate,  in  the  occupation 
and  enjoyment  of  the  other,  ma}-  tend  to  show  what  was  necessarj*,  or 
useful  and  convenient  in  this  respect,  and  so  considered  by  him  who 
had  a  power  to  use  both  as  he  pleased,  and  therefore  tends  to  show 
what,  by  necessary  or  reasonable  implication,  was  intended.  It  is  very 
clear  that  a  grantor,  b}'  unequivocal  words,  may  convey  one  estate  by 
definite  description,  and  create  and  annex  thereto  an  easement  in  his 
own  other  land.  This  may  also  be  done  by  necessarj'  or  reasonable 
implication,  if  the  intent  so  to  do  can  be  inferred.  Thus,  if  one  grants 
an  estate,  with  all  the  privileges  and  appurtenances,  and  there  be  a 
right  of  way  over  a  third  person's  estate,  that  right  of  way  passes.^ 
Indeed,  such  right  of  way  passes  as  incident,  though  "  appurtenances" 
are  not  expressed.  Kent  v.  Waite,  10  Pick.  138.  But  if  there  be  no 
such  right  of  way,  which  may  be  legally  and  technical^'  "  appurtenant," 
but  the  grantor  has  commonly  used  a  way  thereto  over  his  other  land  ; 
in  order  to  give  effect  to  the  manifest  intent,  it  may  be  construed  to 
pass  a  right  over  such  land,  not  as  an  appurtenance  before  existing, 
but  as  an  easement  created  by  the  deed  itself,  and  annexed  to  the 
estate  granted.  So  if  one  grant  an  estate,  with  the  ways  and  other 
easements  actually  used  and  enjoyed  therewith,  evidence  aliunde,  by 
parol  or  otherwise,  may  be  given  to  prove  that  a  particular  way  was 
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then  in  use  by  the  grantor ;  and  then  it  is  held  to  pass  as  parcel  of  the 
estate  conveyed.  White  v.  Crawford^  10  Mass.  183.  Story  \.  Odin, 
12  Mass.  157.  Morris  v.  Eclgington,  3  Taunt.  24.  United  Statts  v. 
Appleton,  1  Sumner,  492.  Salisbury  v.  Andrews,  19  Pick.  250.  This 
view  may  perhaps  tend  to  reconcile  authorities  which  may  seem  con- 
flicting, tending  on  the  one  side  to  show  that  no  length  of  time,  or 
constancy  of  use,  can  create  an  easement  over  one  estate  for  the  benefit 
of  another,  whilst  there  is  unity  of  title  in  one  owner  —  and  on  the 
other,  that  long  use  by  the  grantor  may  be  evidence  of  title  to  the  ease- 
ment in  the  grantee.  The  long  and  constant  use  of  a  way  over  the 
land  of  another,  without  interruption  or  objection,  is  evidence  of  right, 
because  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  an  owner  would  permit  such  use 
without  right.  But  the  long  and  frequent  use  of  a  way  over  a  part  of 
one's  own  estate,  as  conducive  to  the  useful  and  convenient  occupation 
of  another  part,  tends  to  show  that  it  was  necessan-  or  beneficial ;  and, 
therefore,  if  there  be  no  other  way,  or  if  there  be  any  words  describing 
or  alluding  to  a  wa}-  actually  used,  or  when  ways  "  appurtenant"  are 
expressed,  and  in  fact  there  is  no  way  technically  appurtenant,  such 
previous  use  by  the  owner  may  be  available  to  give  effect  to  the  pre- 
sumption that  it  was  intended  that  such  right  of  way  should  pass,  as 
parcel  of,  or  incident  to,  the  estate  granted. 

With  this  view  of  the  law  before  us,  we  are  to  look  at  the  deed  by 
which  the,  defendants'  estate  was  granted  b}*  the  plaintiffs  predecessor, 
to  ascertain  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  plaintiffs  easements,  for  a 
disturbance  of  which,  this  action  is  brought.  It  has  already  been  de- 
cided that  in  the  present  case  the  actual  use  and  enjo3'ment,  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  and  his  predecessors,  over  the  estate  of  the  defend- 
ants and  their  predecessors,  have  been  so  nearly  in  conformity  with  the 
provisions  of  the  deed,  that  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  parties  intended 
to  claim  and  hold  their  rights  under  it,  and,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiffs 
rights  depend  on  the  reservations  in  the  deed,  and  not  on  prescription. 
The  law  will  not  presume  a  non-appearing  grant,  or  raise  a  prescription, 
where  a  grant  is  produced,  to  which  his  use,  occupation  and  enjoyment 
ma}'  be  ascribed.  The  court  were  of  opinion,  that  the  plaintiffs  rights 
depended  on  the  deed  from  Haugh  to  Henry  Tew,  in  1703.  In  this 
deed,  the  grantor,  having  described  an  existing  gate  and  passage  wa}', 
of  about  five  feet  wide,  on  the  southerly  side  of  the  estate  granted, 
leading  from  the  street,  now  Washington  Street,  into  the  }-ard  of  said 
messuage,  made  the  following  reservation  :  "Reserving  out  of  this  bar- 
gain and  sale,  unto  me  the  said  Haugh,  my  heirs  and  assigns  forever, 
free  liberty  of  ingress,  egress  and  regress  through  and  upon  the  said 
gate  or  passage  way,  for  carrying  and  recarrying  wood,  or  an}-  other 
thing  through  the  same,  and  over  the  yard  or  ground  of  the  said  mes- 
suage hereby  granted,  into  and  from  the  housing  and  land  of  me  the 
said  Atherton  Haugh  adjoining,  for  the  use  and  accommodation  thereof, 
without  damnifying  or  annoying  thereby  the  said  Henry  Tew,  his  heirs 
and  assigns."  Upon  the  construction  of  this  clause,  the  court  decided, 
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that  a  convenient  right  of  passage  way  was  reserved  for  the  benefit  of 
the  plaintiffs  estate,  but  that  the  width  of  it  was  not  fixed.  And  we 
are  still  of  opinion  that  that  was  the  true  construction.  For,  although 
the  gate  was  described  as  "  about  five  feet  wide,"  there  was  no  war- 
ranty of  its  width,  and  no  words  declaring  that  he  should  have  the 
width  of  the  way  as  it  then  existed,  or  any  equivalent  expression.  And 
the  word  "  about "  indicates  that  it  was  not  intended  to  be  definite. 
It  was  therefore  the  right  of  a  suitable  and  convenient  passage  for  the 
purposes  indicated.  20  Pick.  295. 

On  a  subsequent  trial,  the  plaintiff  claimed  a  right  to  the  use  of 
the  passage  way,  open  to  the  sljy,  according  to  the  lines  of  the  south 
and  west  walls  of  the  old  building  on  the  defendants'  lot.  As  to  arch- 
ing over  the  passage  way,  the  judge,  at  the  trial,  instructed  the  jury 
that  if  this  did  not  occasion  any  inconvenience  by  darkening  it,  or 
otherwise,  in  respect  to  the  uses  for  which  it  was  reserved,  the  plaintiff 
would  not  be  entitled  to  any  damage  on  this  ground  ;  but  on  this  point 
they  were  instructed  to  assess  separate  damages.  It  appears  that  upon 
that  ground,  on  that  trial,  the  jury  assessed  damages  in  the  sum  of  one 
dollar.  On  the  same  ground,  the  jury  on  the  trial  now  under  review, 
assessed  damages  in  the  sum  of  $350.  It  therefore  now  becomes  neces- 
sary more  carefully  to  investigate  the  right  thus  claimed  by  the  plain- 
tiff, and  examine  the  principle  on  which  it  rests  :  because,  if  it  be  true 
that  the  plaintiff  has  the  right  claimed,  to  have  said  passage  way  open 
to  the  sk}-,  the  defendants  are  under  a  corresponding  obligation  to  take 
down  their  building,  so  far  as  it  is  erected  over  the  said  passage  way. 

The  owner  of  an  estate  in  fee,  by  virtue  of  his  interest  and  power  as 
proprietor,  may  make  any  and  all  beneficial  uses  of  it  at  his  own  pleas- 
ure, and  he  ma}'  alter  the  mode  of  using  it,  by  erecting  or  removing 
buildings  over  it,  or  digging  into  or  under  it,  without  restraint.  Cujus 
est  solum,  ejus  est  usque  ad  ccelum.  If  an}-  other  person  has  an  ease- 
ment in  it,  the  owner  has  still  all  the  beneficial  use,  which  he  can  have 
consistently  with  the  other's  enjoj-ment  of  that  easement.  If  the  ease- 
ment is  a  right  of  wa}~,  this  consists  in  a  right  to  use  the  surface  of  the 
soil,  for  the  purpose  of  passing  and  repassing,  and  the  incidental  right 
of  properly  fitting  the  surface  for  that  use ;  but  the  owner  of  the  soil 
has  all  the  rights  and  benefits  of  ownership,  consistent  with  such  ease- 
ment. Perley  v.  Chandler,  6  Mass.  454.  He  is  entitled  to  the  herbage 
growing  upon  it.  Adams  v.  Emerson,  6  Pick.  57.  All  which  the  per- 
son having  the  easement  can  lawfulh"  claim  is  the  use  of  the  surface,  for 
passing  and  repassing,  with  a  right  to  enter  upon  and  prepare  it  for 
that  use,  by  levelling,  gravelling,  ploughing  or  paving,  according  to 
the  nature  of  the  waj*  granted  or  reserved ;  that  is,  for  a  foot  way,  a 
horse  way,  or  a  way  for  all  teams  and  carriages.  When  no  actually 
existing  way,  as  bounded  and  located,  is  granted  or  reserved,  the  right 
of  way,  in  point  of  width  and  height,  shall  be  such  as  is  reasonably 
necessary  and  convenient  for  the  purposes  for  which  it  is  granted.  If 
it  be  a  foot  way  only,  it  shall  be  reasonably  wide  and  high  for  all  per- 
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sons  to  pass  on  foot,  with  such  things  as  are  usually  carried  by  foot 
passengers.  If  it  be  a  way  for  teams  and  carriages,  it  shall  be  of  suffi- 
cient height  and  breadth  to  admit  of  carriages  of  the  largest  size  in 
common  use,  and  high  enough  for  loads  of  hay,  and  other  similar  vehi- 
cles usually  moved  by  teams.  Under  such  circumstances,  what  is  a 
reasonable  height  and  width,  is  partly  a  question  of  fact,  and  partly  a 
question  of  law ;  the  facts  all  being  found  by  the  jury,  what  is  a  reason- 
able width  and  height  is  a  question  of  law ;  or,  to  express  the  same 
thing  in  other  words,  what  was  intended  b}T  the  parties  to  be  the  nature 
and  extent  of  the  right  granted,  is  an  inference  of  law,  to  be  drawn 
from  the  terms  of  the  instrument  of  grant,  interpreted  and  explained  by 
the  facts  and  circumstances  thus  found  by  the  jury. 

When  no  dimensions  of  a  way  are  expressed,  but  the  object  is  ex- 
pressed, the  dimensions  must  be  inferred  to  be  such  as  are  reasonably 
sufficient  for  the  accomplishment  of  that  object.  In  the  present  case, 
the  dimensions  of  the  way  are  not  expressed ;  but  the  purpose  for 
which  it  was  reserved  is  expressed,  and  it  goes  far  to  enable  us  to 
ascertain  the  dimensions.  It  was  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  wood,  or 
any  other  thing,  into  and  from  the  grantor's  *'  housing  and  land  adjoin- 
ing, for  the  use  and  accommodation  thereof."  The  grantor's  adjoining 
house,  being  a  dwelling-house,  it  is  to  be  limited  to  articles  usually  car- 
ried to  or  from  a  dwelling-house,  in  its  ordinary  occupation  as  such.  It 
thereb}'  excludes  the  presumption  that  it  was  to  be  adapted  to  the  car- 
riage of  merchandise,  such  as  bales,  boxes,  or  casks.  Wood  must  be 
taken  to  be  fire-wood,  and  not  timber  or  wood  to  be  used  for  the  pur- 
poses of  manufacturing.  And  "  any  other  thing,"  though  in  terms  of 
the  largest  sense,  must  be  construed  to  mean  other  thing  of  like  kind 
used  in  a  dwelling-house ;  as  vegetables,  provisions,  furniture,  and  the 
like.  Without  examining  it  more  minutely,  we  are  satisfied  that  the 
right  reserved  was  that  of  a  suitable  and  convenient  foot- way  to  and 
from  the  grantor's  dwelling-house,  of  suitable  height  and  dimensions  to 
carry  in  and  out  furniture,  provisions  and  necessaries  for  family  use, 
and  to  use  for  that  purpose  wheelbarrows,  hand-sleds,  and  such  small 
vehicles  as  are  commonly  used  for  that  purpose,  in  passing  to  and 
from  the  street  to  the  dwelling  in  the  rear,  through  a  foot  passage,  in  a 
closely  built  and  thickly  settled  town. 

Upon  these  views  of  the  rules  and  principles  of  law  applicable  to  the 
present  case,  the  court  are  of  opinion  that  the  defendants  had  a  perfect 
right  to  build  over  the  said  passage  way  ;  it  being  one  of  the  beneficial 
uses  of  the  property  which  could  be  made,  and  which,  as  owners,  thoy 
had  a  right  to  make,  consistently  with  the  full  and  free  enjoyment  of  the 
foot  way  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 

We  think  that  this  opinion  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  opinions  here- 
tofore given  at  nisi  prius,  and  by  the  whole  court,  though  perhaps  the 
point  was  not  stated  with  sufficient  precision  for  the  purposes  of  decid- 
ing definitely  the  rights  of  these  parties,  and  putting  an  end  to  the  long 
controversy  which  has  subsisted  between  them.  For  this  purpose,  it  is 
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necessary  to  distinguish  accurate!}'  between  an  act,  which  is  of  itself  an 
infringement  of  another's  right,  and  an  act  which  of  itself  is  not  an  in- 
fringement of  the  right  of  another,  but  which,  in  its  consequences,  may 
cause  a  damage  to  that  other.  In  the  former  case,  no  special  damage, 
no  actual  pecuniaiy  loss,  need  be  stated  or  proved ;  the  law  presumes 
that  a  party  sustains  some  damage  from  the  infringement  of  his  right, 
and  enables  him  to  maintain  an  action,  whether  he  have  suffered  actual 
damage  or  not.  And  in  such  case,  it  is  often  highly  proper  that  a  party 
should  bring  his  action,  though  he  may  expect  to  recover  nominal  dam- 
ages only,  for  the  purpose  of  vindicating  his  right,  and  thereby  prevent- 
ing the  adverse  part}'  from  acquiring  a  right  by  long  and  uninterrupted 
use.  16  Pick.  247. 

But  there  is  another  class  of  cases,  where  although  the  act  com- 
plained of  may  not  be  unlawful,  or,  if  unlawful,  not  an  infringement  of 
any  right  of  the  plaintiff,  no  action  can  be  maintained  without  alleging 
and  proving  a  special  and  particular  damage  to  the  plaintiff ;  and  the 
damages  to  be  recovered  are  confined  to  an  indemnity  for  the  loss  thus 
proved  to  have  been  sustained.  The  plaintiff  sets  forth  the  act  done, 
and  alleges  that  by  means  thereof,  he  sustained  the  damage  complained 
of,  technically  called  declaring  with  a  per  quod.  As  where  the  plain- 
tiff complained  that  while  he  was  proceeding  along  a  navigable  creek 
with  his  barge  laden,  &c.,  the  defendant  obstructed  the  creek,  per  quod 
the  plaintiff  was  compelled  to  carry  his  goods  around,  at  a  great  ex- 
pense. In  such  case  the  action  lies  for  the  special  damage  immedi- 
ately occasioned  by  the  obstruction ;  but  it  would  not  lie  for  the 
obstruction  itself,  without  special  damage,  because  although  it  was  an 
infringement  of  a  public  right,  and  so  was  unlawful,  yet  it  was  not  an 
infringement  of  the  peculiar  right  of  the  plaintiff.  Hose  v.  Miles,  4  M. 
&  S.  101.  So  for  special  damage  occasioned  by  obstructing  a  high- 
way. G-reasly  v.  Codling,  2  Bing.  263.  So  b\-  a  proprietor  of  land 
through  which  a  watercourse  runs,  against  a  proprietor  higher  up,  where 
the  gravamen  of  the  complaint  against  the  upper  proprietor  was,  that 
by  damming  up  the  water  above,  it  came  with  greater  impetuosity,  and 
thereby  injured  his  banks.  Williams  v.  Morland,  2  Barn.  &  Ores. 
910 ;  s.  c.  4  Dowl.  &  Ryl.  583.  But  it  might  be  otherwise,  where  the 
plaintiff  had  acquired  a  right  to  the  water  by  appropriation,  and  the 
complaint  was  for  the  infringement  of  that  right.  Bealey  v.  Shaw^  6 
East,  208.  It  is  manifest,  we  think,  that  this  distinction  has  become 
important  in  the  present  case,  because  a  jury  have  heretofore  given  one 
dollar  for  this  item,  treating  it  as  a  case  of  mere  nominal  damages ; 
whereas,  the  verdict  now  under  consideration  assesses  that  item  of 
damage  at  $350. 

"We  have  stated  that  the  opinion  now  expressed  will  not  appear,  upon 
strict  comparison,  to  be  inconsistent  with  those  formerly  expressed, 
though  in  the  former  cases  the  rule  prescribed  ma}'  have  been  less  pre- 
cise and  definite.  It  may,  therefore,  be  proper  to  review  them.  On  the 
first  trial,  the  jury  were  instructed  as  to  the  passage  way,  that  the  reser- 
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vation  in  the  deed  was  answered,  by  giving  the  plaintiff  a  pas'sage  way 
as  convenient  as  it  was  when  the  reservation  was  made ;  that  if  the 
present  passage  way  was  not  so  wide  as  before,  and  was  not  open  above, 
yet  if  it  was  as  convenient,  &c. ;  but  that  the  defendants  had  no  right 
to  narrow  or  cover  the  passage,  so  as  to  cause  serious  inconvenience  to 
the  owners,  &c.  The  observation  of  the  court,  when  this  part  of  the 
case  came  before  them  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  was,  that  by  the 
case  it  appeared  that  the  passage  had  been  narrowed  and  arched  over, 
and  rendered  darker  and  less  convenient.  And  in  reference  to  the  in- 
struction to  the  jury,  that  so  far  as  the  plaintiff  had  suffered  inconveni- 
ence from  the  alteration,  he  was  entitled  to  recover  damage,  the  court 
say  that  this  was  correct.  20  Pick.  295. 

It  is  manifest,  we  think,  that  in  these  remarks,  so  far  as  the}'  related 
to  the  dimensions  of  the  passage  way,  the  court  considered  that  the 
passage  way,  as  it  was,  in  point  of  convenience,  at  the  time  it  was  re- 
served, and  the  width  of  it,  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  reserved, 
might  be  considered  as  equivalent,  and  that  the  one  description  was 
used  instead  of  the  other.  For,  in  this  same  opinion  the  court  say, 
that  they  are  satisfied  that  a  convenient  right  of  way  was  reserved,  but 
that  its  width  was  not  fixed.  20  Pick.  295.  But  if  it  was  to  be  a  pass- 
age way  as  it  existed  at  the  time  of  the  reservation,  its  width  would 
have  been  fixed.  In  point  of  fact,  as  the  buildings  then  stood,  the 
passage  used  was  of  irregular  breadth,  being  for  a  part  of  the  way  eight 
or  nine  feet  wide.  As  a  definition  of  the  plaintiffs  right,  it  would  have 
been  more  exact  to  say,  that  it  was  a  right  of  way  suitable  and  con- 
venient for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  reserved,  namely,  as  a  foot 
way  from  a  public  street  to  a  dwelling-house  in  the  rear,  and  for  carry- 
ing wood  and  other  articles,  incident  to  the  occupation  and  enjoyment 
of  such  a  dwelling-house.  This  admits  of  an)-  alteration  and  improve- 
ment in  the  estate  over  which  the  casement  is  reserved,  consistent  with 
the  preservation  and  maintenance  of  the  right  of  passage  itself.  So  it 
has  been  held  in  analogous  cases.  A  grant  of  water,  sufficient  to  sup- 
ply a  grist  mill,  limits  the  quantity  of  water,  but  not  the  use  to  which 
it  is  to  be  applied.  If,  in  the  progress  of  improvement  in  the  useful 
arts,  the  owner  removes  the  grist  mill,  and  erects  a  cotton  factory,  it  is 
held,  that  he  has  a  right  to  do  so,  taking  no  more  water  for  his  factoiy, 
than  he  had  a  right  to  take  for  his  grist  mill.  Such  construction  is  con- 
formable alike  to  the  rules  of  law,  and  to  the  principles  of  public  policy. 
The  law,  carrying  into  effect  the  intention  of  the  parties,  does  not  in- 
tend to  restrict  the  right  of  ownership  of  the  real  estate  subjected, 
further  than  is  necessary  to  give  full  effect  to  the  easement ;  and  public 
policy  requires,  as  well  in  cities  as  elsewhere,  that  an  owner  of  real  es- 
tate should  be  allowed  to  make  all  the  improvements  upon  it,  which  can 
be  made  consistent!}'  with  the  just  rights  of  others. 

So  far  as  the  remark  of  the  court  applied  to  the  darkening  of  the 
passage  way,  it  did  not  go  on  the  distinction  between  doing  an  act, 
which  the  defendants  have  no  right  to  do,  by  building  over  the  passage 
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•way,  and  doing  that  which  they  had  a  right  to  do,  but  doing  it  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  cause  some  slight  consequential  damage  to  the  plaintiff. 
Besides,  the  damages  given  by  the  jury  on  that  ground,  being  merely 
nominal,  and  the  instruction  not  being  wrong  in  point  of  law,  and  es- 
pecially as  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  hold  his  verdict  for  other  dam- 
ages, the  court  had  no  good  reason  for  setting  aside  the  verdict,  even 
though  it  might  have  appeared  to  them,  that,  upon  the  evidence,  no 
case  for  any  consequential  damages  was  established  in  point  of  fact. 

In  sa}'ing,  that  the  actual  condition  of  the  way,  at  the  time  of  the 
reservation,  is  not  the  measure  and  definition  of  the  plaintiff's  right,  it 
is  necessary  to  guard  against  two  misconstructions  of  this  remark.  We 
do  not  mean  to  say,  that  when  a  way  is  actually  located  and  fixed  by 
definite  and  visible  objects,  as  by  buildings  or  fences,  the  grant  or  reser- 
vation may  not  refer  to  such  way  actually  existing,  and  that  the  limits 
then  would  not  be  fixed  by  the  act  of  the  parties  themselves.  The  con- 
trary is  true  in  such  case.  Salisbury  v.  Andrews,  19  Pick.  250.  Even 
where  an  estate  is  granted  with  all  ways  "  appurtenant,"  and  there  is, 
strictly  speaking,  no  way  appurtenant,  but  there  is  an  actually  existing 
way  over  the  grantor's  other  land,  it  shall  be  taken,  that  the  way  ac- 
tually ^lsed  and  existing,  though  miscalled  "  appurtenant,"  shall  pass  ; 
because  it  must  be  understood  that  such  was  the  intent  of  the  parties. 
Morris  v.  Edyington,  3  Taunt.  24.  The  other  misconstruction,  against 
which  we  would  guard,  is  this :  when  it  is  said,  that  in  such  a  case  as 
the  present,  the  actually  existing  state  of  the  passage  way,  at  the  time 
of  the  reservation,  is  not  the  measure  or  description  of  the  right  re- 
served, we  do  not  mean  to  say,  that  such  state  of  the  passage  way  may 
not  be  evidence,  and  often  evidence  of  a  very  forcible  and  determinate 
character,  to  prove  what  is  reasonable  and  convenient,  and  what  those 
most  conversant  with  the  matter  have,  by  their  practice,  shown  to  be  in 
their  opinion  most  reasonable  and  convenient,  under  given  circum- 
stances. And  this  goes  far  to  show  what  was  in  the  mind  of  the  court, 
when  they  seemed  to  consider  the  actual  condition  of  the  way,  at  the 
time  of  the  reservation,  as  equivalent  to  the  convenient  passage  way 
reserved  by  the  deed. 

This  cause  again  came  before  the  court  in  June,  1838.  The  judge,  on 
that  trial,  had  instructed  the  jury,  that  as  to  arching  over  the  passage 
way,  if  it  did  not  occasion  any  inconvenience,  by  darkening  it  or  other- 
wise, in  respect  to  the  uses  for  which  it  was  reserved,  the  plaintiff 
would  not  be  entitled  to  an}'  damages  on  this  ground.  20  Pick.  298. 
This  is  wholl}'  consistent  with  the  opinion  now  expressed,  but  without 
stating  definitely  what  were  the  rights  of  the  defendants,  as  owners, 
over  the  passage  way,  and  therefore  less  explicit  than  it  might  have 
been  useful  to  state  it,  under  the  circumstances.  In  regard  to  the 
breadth,  the  jury  were  instructed,  that  the  defendants  were  bound  to 
maintain  a  passage  way,  equal  in  breadth  to  the  distance  between  the 
old  gate  posts,  and  otherwise  convenient  for  the  uses  for  which  it  was 
reserved.  20  Pick.  299.  The  former  part  of  this  direction  was,  we 
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think,  inaccurate,  in  taking  the  distance  between  the -gate  posts  as  the 
measure  of  the  plaintiff's  right ;  but  supposing  that  width  and  a  reason- 
able width  to  be  practically  the  same  thing,  this  mode  of  laying  down 
the  rule  would  lead  to  no  practical  error  in  the  result.  The  opinion  of 
the  whole  cou^t,  on  this  part  of  the  case,  was  extremely  brief,  and  we  are 
apprehensive  that  from  its  conciseness,  or  from  the  implications  which 
it  carries,  rather  than  from  anything  expressed,  it  maj"  have  led  to  an 
erroneous  application  of  the  rule  of  law,  in  the  subsequent  trial.  It  is 
thus  stated  :  "  The  right  of  way  from  Washington  Street  to  the  rear  of 
the  defendants'  buildings  seems  to  be  definite  and  certain.  The  use  of 
it,  as  it  existed  in  fact  from  the  date  of  the  reservation  to  the  time 
of  the  trial,  has  been  satisfactorily  ascertained.  It  was  then  uncovered. 
No  right  to  cover  it  was  granted.  The  jur}'  have  found  it  to  be  dark- 
ened and  injured  by  the  arch  over  it,  and  have  assessed  damages  for 
the  injury.  Of  this  there  can  be  no  complaint."  20  Pick.  302,  303. 

The  waj',  indeed,  was  definite  and  certain  as  to  its  direction  and  the 
purpose  for  which  it  was  reserved  ;  and  the  long  use  was  good  evidence 
of  what  the  parties  concerned  understood  as  necessaiy  and  convenient. 
But  when  it  is  said,  that  the  passage  wa}'  was  then  uncovered,  and  no 
right  to  cover  it  was  granted,  especially  as  the  plaintiff  claimed  a  right 
to  have  it  open  to  the  sk}',  it  ma}"  have  been  understood,  though  not  so 
expressed,  that  without  such  right  granted,  the  defendants  had  no  such 
right.  We  think  it  could  not  have  been  so  intended,  and  that  the  court 
did  not  pass  upon  that  question  ;  especially  as  the  opinion  immediately 
proceeds  to  state,  that  the  jury  have  found  that  it  had  been  "  darkened 
and  injured  by  the  arch  over  it,"  and  assessed  damages  for  the  injury. 
Supposing,  then,  that  the  defendants  had  a  right  to  arch  the  passage 
over,  yet,  if  in  the  exercise  of  that  right,  they  had  done  it  in  such  a  man- 
ner as  to  injure  the  plaintiff,  and  that  b}*  means  thereof  he  had  suffered 
special  damage,  he  might  recover  the  damages  given  in  that  case,  on 
the  principle  of  the  maxim,  that  every  one  shall  so  use  his  own  property 
and  his  own  right,  as  not  to  injure  another.  This  principle  may  be  well 
illustrated  b}'  a  recent  case.  The  defendants  were  erecting  a  steam 
boiler  and  apparatus  on  land  adjoining  the  premises  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  by  some  mismanagement  it  exploded  and  did  damage  to  the  plain- 
tiff's buildings.  The  defendants  were  held  liable.  Witte  v.  Hague,  2 
Dowl.  &  Ryl.  33. 

It  therefore  does  not  appear  whether  the  damages,  given  for  arching 
over  the  passage  way,  were  given  for  a  supposed  violation  of  the  plain- 
tiff's right  in  the  estate,  or  for  a  supposed  consequential  special  dam- 
age done  to  the  plaintiff,  in  the  exercise  of  the  defendants'  own  right 
in  a  careless  or  improper  manner ;  and  there  was  nothing  in  the  in- 
struction to  the  jury,  under  which  that  verdict  was  found,  to  show  that 
they  were  not  given  on  the  latter  ground  ;  in  which  case  there  was  no  rea- 
son to  set  aside  the  verdict.  The  amount  of  the  damages  was  not  such 
as  to  indicate  that  the  jury  might  not  have  proceeded  on  the  latter 
ground,  or  to  call  the  particular  attention  of  the  court  to  the  distinction 
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between  these  grounds.  "We  think,  therefore,  that  the  question  now 
distinctly  brought  before  the  court  has  not  been  decided  by  any  of  the 
opinions  heretofore  given  by  the  court.  That  question  is,  whether  the 
defendants  had  a  right  to  build  over  the  passage  way.  On  that  ques- 
tion, for  the  reasons  hereinbefore  expressed,  the  court  are  of  opinion, 
that  the  defendants,  as  owners  of  the  land,  had  a  right  to  build  over  the 
ground  on  which  the  passage  wa\-  in  question  was  reserved ;  that  the 
plaintiff,  under  his  reserved  privilege,  had  no  right  to  have  it  open 
above  to  the  sky,  or  to  any  other  height,  except  so  far  as  necessary 
and  convenient  for  the  uses  of  the  foot  way  reserved,  sufficient  in  height 
and  breadth  for  the  purposes  expressed  in  such  reservation. 

Having  taken  this  more  broad  and  extended  view  of  the  rights  of 
these  parties,  and  the  grounds  of  law  on  which  they  rest,  it  will  be  the 
less  necessary  to  take  into  consideration  the  particular  exceptions  to 
the  charge  of  the  judge,  upon  which  the  cause  now  comes  before  us. 
So  far  as  the  judge  charged  the  jury,  that  the  defendants  had  no  right  to 
arch  over  the  passage,  and  use  the  space  over  it  for  any  purpose  of 
building,  such  charge  was  erroneous,  and  had  a  tendenc}7  to  mislead  the 
jury.  We  are  also  of  opinion,  that  so  far  as  the  judge  instructed  the 
jury,  that  the  defendants  were  bound  to  keep  open  a  passage  way  equal 
in  width  to  the  distance  between  the  old  gate  posts,  it  was  not  strictty 
correct,  although  a  passage  of  such  width,  and  one  of  reasonable  width, 
might  not  practically  differ.  We  are  aware  that  a  similar  instruction 
had  before  been  given  at  nisi  prius,  but  it  was  before  the  case  had  been 
so  fully  considered  as  at  present. 

For  the  reasons  already  given,  the  court  are  of  opinion  that  the  in- 
struction of  the  judge  was  incorrect,  so  far  as  he  directed  the  jury  that 
the  defendants  were  liable  for  damages  if  the  new  passage  was  rendered 
more  inconvenient,  by  being  covered,  by  reason  of  its  being  made  a 
place  of  resort,  or  by  being  darkened,  or  otherwise. 

As  to  the  darkening,  we  think  the  jury  should  have  been  instructed, 
that  the  defendants  were  not  liable  for  damages,  unless,  from  the  length 
of  the  passage  way,  it  was  so  darkened  as  to  render  it  unfit  for  the  pur- 
poses of  a  passage  way.  We  ma}*  conceive  of  a  covered  passage  of 
eight  or  ten  feet  high,  of  a  length  so  considerable,  that  unless  openings 
were  left,  there  would  not  be  light  enough  admitted  at  the  ends  to  en- 
able persons  to  use  it  with  comfort,  for  the  purposes  of  a  passage  way. 
But  unless  darkened  to  that  extent,  it  is  not  a  case  for  damages.  It 
must  render  the  premises  to  a  sensible  degree  less  valuable  for  the  pur- 
poses of  business.  Parker  v.  Smith,  5  Car.  &  P.  438  ;  Sack  v.  Stacey, 
2  Car.  &  P.  465 ;  Wells  v.  Ody,  7  Car.  &  P.  410 ;  Pringle  v.  Wern- 
ham,  7  Car.  &  P.  377. 

We  think,  also,  that  the  jury  should  have  been  instructed,  that  the  de- 
fendants were  not  liable  for  damages  by  reason  of  this  covered  passage 
being  made,  to  a  greater  extent,  a  place  of  resort  by  other  persons ; 
first,  because  the  consequential  damage  from  that  cause  is  too  remote  to 
be  made  the  subject  of  an  action ;  but  more  especially,  because  the 
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plaintiff  must  either  keep  the  passage  closed,  and  thus  prevent  the  en- 
trance of  other  persons,  or  seek  his  remedy  by  law,  against  those  who 
do  the  actual  injury.1 

S.  Hubbard  and  W.  Phillips,  for  the  defendants. 

Fletcher  and  Choate,  for  the  plaintiff. 


J 
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BAKEMAN.  v.   TALBOT. 

COURT  OF  APPEALS  OF  NEW  YORK.     1865. 
[Reported  31  A7.  Y.  366.] 

THE  action  is  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  in  equity  to  establish  a  right  of 
way,  claimed -by  the  plaintiff  over  the  land  of  the  defendant,  and  to  en- 
join the-  hitter  from  continuing  certain  fences  which  he  had  erected,  and 
to  compel  him  to  remove  them.  A  farm,  of  which  the  premises  owned 
by  the  plaintiff  and  those  owned  by  the  defendant  are  parcels,  embra- 
cing a  certain  lot  No.  179,  was  formerly  owned  by  one  De  Groot,  who 
died  intestate  In  1838,  leaving  children,  to  whom  the  land  descended. 
Partition  was  made  between  them  by  suit  in  chancery  in  the  j*ear  1839. 
The  commissioners  appointed  by  the  court  to  make  partition  divided 
the  farm  into  several  smaller  lots,  and  allotted  the  one  numbered  12 
to  the  party  under  whom  the  plaintiff  derived  title  by  a  subsequent  con- 
veyance. Lots  numbers  9,  10,  and  11  were  set  off  to  parties  under 
whom  the  defendant  subsequently  acquired  title.  The  four  lots  were 
wood  lots,  and  lay  adjoining  each  other,  and  are  bounded  on  the  north 
by  the  northerly  line  of  the  original  farm,  the  plaintiff's  being  the 
easternmost  of  the  four  lots.  There  is  a  public  highway  running  west- 
erly of  the  lots.  The  report  of  the  commissioners  (which  was  confirmed 
by  the  court)  contains  the  following  provision  :  "  The  right  of  way  or 
passage  is  reserved  to  the  said  heirs  respective!}*,  and  to  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  from  the  highway,  near  the  west  line  of  said  lot  number  179, 
and  immediately  adjoining  the  north  line  of  the  farm  aforesaid,  and  ex- 
tending east  along  the  north  line  of  said  farm  to  the  extreme  east 
corner  of  the  wood  lots  aforesaid,  to  enable  them  to  pass  to  and  from 
their  respective  wood  lots  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  wood  and  timber 
therefrom,  or  for  any  other  purpose."  The  plaintiff's  lot  remained  un- 
improved, but  the  defendant's  had  been  cleared  and  were  under  cultiva- 
tion. The  defendant,  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  had  built  a 
fence  between  his  eastermost  lot  and  the  plaintiff's  lot,  and  also  fences 
between  each  of  his  other  lots,  each  fence  running  quite  to  his  northerly 
line.  Two  of  the  fences  were  built  with  stakes,  "  with  rails  to  slip 
between  them  like  bars."  The  other  was  of  rails,  and  had  what  is 
called  in  the  case  a  "  slip  gate"  at  the  northerly  end,  which  was  the 

1  The  rest  of  the  opinion,  relating  to  another  question,  is  omitted. 
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place  he  passed,  so  that  the  rails  could  be  taken  out  and  turned  round,, 
and  so  that  the  plaintiff  could  pass  through.  After  the  commencement 
of  the  suit,  the  defendant  put  up  bars  on  the  lines  of  three  of  the  lots. 
The  plaintiff's  premises  being  a  wood  lot,  he  had  no  occasion  to  use  the 
reserved  passage  way  except  at  long  intervals. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  that  the  defendant  ought  to  have  placed  gates 
at  the  place  of  passage ;   but  this  the  defendant  refused  to  do,  upon 
which  the  plaintiff  threatened  to  leave  the  fences  down,  and  the  defend-  J^Jr^-Zf 
ant  threatened  him  with  personal  violence  if  he  should  do  so. 

The  judge  (Hon.  Daniel  Pratt,  before  whom  the  case  was  tried  with- 
out a  jury),  after  stating  the  foregoing  particulars  as  conclusions  of  fact, 
determined,  that  although  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  right  of  passage 
over  the  defendant's  land  at  the  place  indicated,  3*et  that  the  maintain- 
ing the  fences  there  was  not  an  obstruction  which  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  have  removed.  Judgment  was  accordingly  given  in  favor  of  the 
defendant,  with  costs,  upon  which  the  plaintiff  prosecuted  this  appeal. 

The  case  was  submitted  on  printed  points. 

A.  J.  Parker,  for  the  appellant. 

L.  H.  and  F.  Hiscock,  for  the  respondent. 

DENIO,  CH.  J.  No  question  is  made  but  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  a  right  of  way  or  passage  across  the  north  end  of  the  defendant's 
land.  The  extent  of  that  right,  and  the  duty  of  the  respective  owners 
towards  each  other,  is  to  be  determined  by  the  language  of  the  reser- 
vation and  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  The  plaintiff  insists,  in  sub- 
stance, that  the  defendant  was  bound  to  keep  open  a  narrow  road  or 
lane  across  the  north  end  of  his  land,  or  if  he  will  not  do  this,  that  he  ^ 
should,  at  least,  insert  swinging  gates  in  bis  fences  which  might  be 
opened  and  shut  with  ease  whenever  the  plaintiff  had  occasion  to  pass. 
What  the  defendant  did,  as  I  understand  the  testimony  and  the  judge's 
conclusions,  was  to  subdivide  his  land  in  the  manner  which  he  found 
convenient  for  its  occupation,  running  the  fences  quite  to  his  northerly 
line,  making  arrangements,  however,  at  the  place  indicated  for  passage, 
by  which  the  bars  or  rails  could  be  readily  removed  and  conveniently 
replaced  when  the  plaintiff  should  have  occasion  to  go  through, 
would  no  doubt  be  somewhat  less  beneficial  to  the  plaintiff  than  either 
a  clear  space  like  a  common  road,  or  a  series  of  gates  which  could  be 
opened  and  shut  like  doors.  But  it  would  be  much  less  onerous  to  the 
defendant,  who,  upon  the  plaintiff's  position,  would  have  to  forego  the  J^JL^ 
use  of  a  considerable  strip  of  land,  and,  in  addition,  to  build  a  lateral 
fence  across  the  whole  north  end  of  the  premises,  or  to  incur  consider- 
able expense  in  erecting  gates.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  defendant's 
position  presents  the  more  reasonable  view  of  the  case.  The  main  ob- 
ject of  the  reservation  in  the  commissioner's  report  was  to  enable  those 
of  the  proprietors  who  should  become  the  owners  of  the  lots  most  re- 
mote from  the  highway  to  go  upon  and  pass  over  the  land  of  the  others  w— f  "^ 
situated  between  them  and  the  highway,  without  committing  a  trespass, 
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and  to  define  the  direction  of  such  passage.  We  are  not  to  intend  that 
it  was  designed  to  make  the  burden  unnecessarily  onerous.  The  cir- 
cumstance that  the  land  was  wholly  in  forest,  and  that  the  primary 
purpose  indicated  was  the  carrying  of  wood  and  timber,  do  not  suggest 
the  necessity  of  a  thoroughfare  like  a  highway,  or  an  unimpeded  private 
way.  If  the  passage  was  made  as  convenient  as  the  mode  of  access 
which  a  farmer  usually  provides  for  himself  to  get  to  and  from  his 
wood  land,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  purposes  of  the  reservation  would  be 
confirmed.  De  Groot  formerly  possessed  the  whole  farm.  It  was 
about  to  be  subdivided  and  assigned  in  severally  to  different  owners. 
It  would  be  improper  that  those  to  whom  back  lots  were  assigned 
should  be  precluded  from  getting  to  the  highway  except  by  committing 
a  trespass,  or  by  claiming  a  way  by  necessity,  —  a  right  but  little  known, 
and  not  of  convenient  application.  Moreover  the  exigencies  of  the 
case  did  not  contemplate  a  constant  use  of  the  passage,  but  only  such 
an  occasional  use  as  the  resort  to  wood  land  would  require,  and  such  as 
the  plaintiff  has  since  exercised.  There  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  if 
the  plaintiff,  besides  owning  the  backwood  lot,  had  also  been  the  pro- 
prietor of  the  intervening  cleared  land,  he  would  have  found  it  neces- 
sary or  thought  it  expedient  to  have  fenced  out  a  lane,  or  have  erected 
these  gates  for  his  use  in  passing  to  and  from  his  timber  land  ;  and  if  he 
would  not  have  done  so,  it  is  unreasonable  to  require  it  of  the  defend- 
ant. The  defendant  certainly  has  no  right  to  preclude  the  plaintiff 
from  availing  himself  of  the  right  of  passage,  or  to  render  the  exercise 
of  that  right  unusually  or  unreasonably  difficult  or  burdensome.  I 
think  he  is  not  shown  to  have  done  so.  It  must  be  kept  in  mind  that 
the  plaintiff's  lot  is  still  wood  land.  It  ma}*  remain  so  for  man}*  years  ; 
but  it  may  be  cleared  up  and  cultivated,  and  have  buildings  erected  on 
it  and  be  applied  to  such  uses  as  to  require  constant  and  frequent  pas- 
sage between  it  and  the  highway.  There  is  nothing  inconsistent  in 
holding  that  the  present  arrangements  are  suitable  and  sufficient  under 
existing  circumstances ;  and  after  these  circumstances  have  changed, 
and  the  question  shall  arise  as  to  what  shall  then  be  proper,  to  deter- 
mine that  a  passage  perpetuallj'  open  or  a  system  of  gates  better 
adapted  to  such  increased  use  than  the  present  fences  and  bars,  shall 
be  required  of  the  defendant.  It  would  not  be  right  at  this  time  to 
oblige  the  defendant  to  furnish  facilities  for  a  state  of  affairs  which  may 
never  arise,  or  which  may  not  arise  until  some  remote  period.  The 
doctrine  that  the  facilities  for  passage  where  a  private  right  of  way 
exists,  are  to  be  regulated  by  the  nature  of  the  case  and  the  circum- 
stances of  the  time  and  place,  is  very  well  settled  by  authority.  Hemp- 
hill  v.  The  City  of  Hoston,  8  Cush.  195;  Cowling  v.  IKginaon,  4 
Mees.  &  Wei 3.  245.  The  last  case  determines,  in  effect,  that  the  extent 
of  the  privilege  created  by  the  dedication  of  a  private  right  of  passage 
depends  upon  the  circumstances,  and  raises  a  question  for  the  deter- 
mination of  a  jury.  If,  therefore,  in  the  present  case  I  felt  less  confi- 
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dence  in  the  conclusion  I  have  stated  than  I  do,  I  should  hold  the  ques- 
tion had  been  settled  by  the  judge  sitting  in  the  place  of  a  jury  in  a 
manner  that  we  could  not  disturb.1 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS  OF  MARYLAND.     1876. 
[Reported  45  Md.  337.] 

APPEAL  from  the  Superior  Court  of  Baltimore  City. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  BARTOL,  C.  J.,  STEWART,  GRASON, 
MILLER,  and  ALVEY,  JJ. 

Arthur  W.  Machen  and  Frederick  W.  Brune,  for  the  appellant. 

William  F.  Frick  and  S.  Teackle  Wallis,  for  the  appellee. 

BARTOL,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  appellant  and  appellee  are  owners  of  two  parcels  of  land  lying 
contiguous  to  each  other  in  Baltimore  count}'.  Under  certain  deeds 
and  contracts,  contained  in  the  record,  the  appellant  is  entitled  to  a 
right  of  way  over  the  land  of  the  appellee,  by  a  road  twenty-five  feet 
wide,  which  has  been  laid  out,  graded  and  made  at  the  joint  expense  of 
themselves  and  Alexander  Rieman,  another  adjoining  proprietor  who  is 
also  entitled  to  the  same  right  of  way.  The  agreements  under  which 
the  right  of  way  is  claimed  were  executed  in  September,  1873,  and  the 
road  was  constructed  soon  afterwards.  The  appellee,  for  the  more 
secure  and  convenient  use  of  his  property,  has  placed  gates  upon  the 
road  at  its  termini,  and  claims  the  right  to  maintain  the  same  ;  while 
the  appellant,  claiming  that  he  is  entitled  to  an  open  and  unobstructed 
road  of  the  width  of  twenty-five  feet,  has  instituted  this  suit  for  an  al- 
leged unlawful  obstruction  of  the  same  by  the  gates  of  the  defendant. 
The  case  was  docketed  by  consent,  and  all  errors  of  pleading  and 
questions  of  jurisdiction  were  waived  by  agreement. 

Evidence  was  introduced  showing  the  relative  location  of  the  lands 
of  plaintiff  and  defendant,  and  the  manner  in  which  they  were  acquired, 
and  have  been  occupied  and  used,  and  the  several  agreements  which 
have  been,  from  time  to  time,  entered  into  between  the  successive  own- 
ers thereof  with  regard  to  rights  of  way  over  each  other's  lands,  and  the 
mode  in  which  such  rights  have  been  used  and  enjoyed.  This  evidence 
is  quite  voluminous,  it  is  fully  set  out  in  the  record  and  in  the  briefs, 
and  need  not  be  stated  at  length  in  this  opinion. 

The  first  question  presented  by  this  appeal  is  raised  by  the  first 
prayer  of  the  appellant,  and  the  prayer  of  the  appellee.  By  the  for- 
mer, the  court  was  asked  to  instruct  the  jury,  "  if  they  find  the  exe- 

1  The  concurring  opinion  of  BROWN,  J.,  is  omitted. 
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cution  by  Frick,  Baker,  and  Rieman  of  the  several  papers  dated  the  3d 
September,  1873,  and  that  a  road-bed  had  been  made  and  constructed 
under  said  agreement  twenty-five  feet  wide,  from  the  point  of  inter- 
section of  the  lands  of  said  Frick,  Baker,  and  Rieman,  out  to  the  old 
Frederick  road,  as  shown  by  the  plats  made  \)y  Mr.  Boughan,  offered 
in  evidence,  then  by  the  true  construction  of  said  agreement,  said  Frick 
had  no  right  afterwards  to  obstruct  said  road  by  gates,  or  to  diminish 
the  width  of  it,  by  fences  or  other  obstructions."  This  prayer  was  re- 
fused, and  the  prayer  of  the  appellee  was  granted,  instructing  the  jury 
"that  upon  a  proper  construction  of  the  agreement  of  September  3d, 
1873,  or  an\-  other  papers  of  that  date,  executed  between  the  parties, 
there  is  nothing  in  the  said  agreement  and  papers,  or  any  of  them, 
hich  entitles  the  plaintiff  as  matter  of  law,  to  an  open  road  without 
gates  over  the  land  of  the  defendant." 

The  agreements  referred  to,  are  designated  as  No.  1,  No.  2,  and  No. 
By  No.  1,  Frick  agrees  to  give  to  Baker  and  Rieman  "a  right  of 
way  through  his  land  and  premises  by  a  road  twenty-Jive  feet  wide 
to  be  made ;"  then  follows  an  agreement  that  the  cost  of  making  the 
road  shall  be  paid  by  the  parties  jointhy.  The  line  of  the  road  is  then 
particularly  designated. 

No.  2  is  an  agreement  between  the  same  parties  and  Boughan  the  en- 
gineer, wherein  the  latter  contracts  to  construct  the  road,  "to  cut,  fill, 
grade,  and  make  a  good  and  practicable  road  twenty-five  feet  wide." 

By  No.  3,  Baker  agrees  to  grant  to  Frick  a  right  of  way  not  less  than 
twenty-five  feet  wide,  through  Baker's  lands,  from  the  terminus  of  said 
before-mentioned  roadwa}',  and  connecting  therewith  southwardly  to 
the  Frederick  Turnpike  road.  But  Baker  to  be  under  no  obligation  to 
grade  or  construct  the  road-bed  of  said  right  of  wa}",  until  the  uses  of 
his  lots  fronting  thereon  shall  in  his  opinion  render  the  same  necessary; 
The  agreement  further  provides  that  "  when  the  said  road  shall  be  so 
graded  hereafter,  as  to  make  a  continuous  communication  between  the 
old  Frederick  road  and  the  Frederick  Turnpike  road,  the  owners  of  all 
property  fronting  thereon,  shall  be  entitled  to  use  the  same  in  either 
direction,  as  a  common  right  of  way,  provided  they  pa}-  their  respective 
due  proportions  of  the  expenses  of  making,  and  keeping  the  same  in 
good  repair."  It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  road  contem- 
plated in  this  agreement  has  not  yet  been  constructed. 

Construing  the  agreements  in  the  light  of  surrounding  circumstances, 
as  these  are  disclosed  by  the  testimony,  they  do  not,  in  the  opinion  of 
a  majority  of  the  court,  either  by  their  terms  or  legal  effect,  necessarily 
deprive  the  defendant  of  the  right  to  erect  gates  on  the  road  at  its 
termini.  His  right  to  do  so  depends  upon  other  considerations,  and  is 
not  necessarily  concluded  by  the  agreements.  These  do  not  expressly 
grant  to  the  plaintiff  an  open  road  without  gates.  The  road  in  question 
is  a  private  wa}1  over  the  defendant's  lands.  "  Nothing  passes  as  inci- 
dent to  such  a  grant,  but  that  which  is  necessary  for  its  reasonable  and 
proper  enjoyment."  3  Kent,  419,  420. 
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What  is  necessary  for  such  reasonable  and  proper  enjoyment  of  the 
wa}'  granted,  and  the  limitations  therebj-  imposed  on  the  use  of  the  land 
by  the  proprietor,  depends  upon  the  terms  of  the  grant,  the  purposes 
for  which  it  was  made,  the  nature  and  situation  of  the  property  sub- 
ject to  the  easement,  and  the  manner  in  which  it  has  been  used  and 
occupied. 

As  said  by  Marshall,  C.  J.,  in  Maxwell  v.  McAtee,  9  B.  Mon.  21  : 
"  Notwithstanding  such  a  grant,  there  remains  with  the  grantor  the 
right  of  full  dominion  and  use  of  the  land,  except  so  far  as  a  limitation 
to  his  right  is  essential  to  the  fair  enjo3'rnent  of  the  right  of  way  which 
he  has  granted.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  grantor  should  expressly 
reserve  anj*  right  which  he  may  exercise  consistently  with  a  fair  enjoy- 
ment of  the  grant.  Such  rights  remain  with  him,  because  they  are  not 
granted.  And  for  the  same  reason,  the  exercise  of  any  of  them  cannot 
be  complained  of  by  the  grantee,  who  can  claim  no  other  limitation  upon 
the  rights  of  the  grantor,  but  such  as  are  expressed  in  the  grant,  or 
necessarily  implied  in  the  right  of  reasonable  enjoyment." 

In  that  case  it  was  decided  that  ' '  the  grant  of  a  right  of  way  over  or 
through  the  lands  of  an  individual,  does  not  imply  that  the  grantor  may 
not  erect  gates  at  the  points,  where  the  way  enters  and  terminates." 
That  decision  has  been  approved  by  courts  of  high  authority  in  other 
States.  Sean  v.  Coleman,  44  N.  H.  539  ;  Garland  v.  Farber,  47 
N.  H.  301  ;  Hoopes  v.  Alderson,  22  Iowa,  161 ;  Bakeman  v.  Talbot, 
31  N.  Y.  366,  370,  371  ;  Huson  v.  Young,  4  Lansing,  63.  The  ap- 
pellant's counsel  have  referred  to  Woohych  on  Ways,  49  (4  L.  Lib.) , 
in  which  it  is  said,  "  If  a  private  man  have  a  wa}-  over  the  land  of  an- 
other by  prescription  or  grant,  the  grantor  has  no  right  to  make  a  gate 
across  the  path,  and  action  on  the  case  will  lie  against  the  tort  feasor 
for  so  doing,"  and  for  this  is  cited  James  v.  Hayward,  Sir  Wm.  Jones, 
222.  The  same  case  is  cited  in  Gale  on  the  Law  of  Easements,  395  m. 
There  the  language  of  Sir  William  Jones  is  differently  stated,  the  words 
being  "  by  prescriptive  grant"  and  not  as  in  Woohych  "  by  prescrip- 
tion or  grant"  Ity  reference  to  the  case  of  James  v.  Uai/ward,  it 
appears  that  the  way  there  in  question  was  a  highway,  the  plaintiff  over 
whose  laud  the  way  crossed  erected  a  gate  thereon,  it  was  broken  down 
by  the  defendant,  and  the  latter  was  sued  in  trespass.  The  language  of 
Jones,  J.,  with  reference  to  putting  a  gate  across  a  private  wa}-,  was 
used  by  him  in  pronouncing  his  judgment,  by  way  of  argument  or  illus- 
tration, and  is  too  general  to  serve  as  an  authority  in  the  present  case. 
It  is  clear  that  the  decision  in  James  v.  Hayward  has  no  application. 

It  follows  from  what  has  been  said  that,  in  the  opinion  of  a  majority 
of  the  court,  there  was  no  error  in  granting  the  defendant's  pra\'er,  and 
refusing  the  first  pra\-er  of  the  plaintiff.  These  prayers  present  the 
question  of  the  legal  construction  and  effect  of  the  agreements.  The 
second  prayer  of  the  plaintiff  asked  the  court  to  instruct  the  jun~  that  if 
they  found  the  gates  erected  by  the  defendant,  interfered  with  the  rea- 
sonable and  convenient  use  of  the  said  road  by  the  plaintiff,  then  the 
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jury  ought  to  render  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  We  state  the  substance 
of  the  prayer,  not  pursuing  its  form.  It  was  specially  excepted  to  by 
the  defendant,  "•  because  there  was  no  sufficient  legal  evidence  in  the 
case,  to  show  that  the  gates  in  question  interfered  with  the  reasonable 
or  convenient  use  of  the  road  b}"  the  plaintiff,  or  otherwise  to  support 
the  hypothesis  of  fact  on  which  said  prayer  is  founded."  The  court 
below  rejected  the  prayer  for  the  reason  stated  in  the  exception,  and  in- 
structed the  jury  "  that  under  the  rulings  of  the  court  their  verdict  must 
be  for  the  defendant." 

To  this  instruction  special  exceptions  were  filed  \)y  the  plaintiff  as 
follows : 

"  1st.  Because  it  assumes  as  matter  of  fact  that  the  gates  erected  by 
the  defendant  are  necessary  to  the  exercise  of  defendant's  rights  in  the 
premises." 

"  2d.  Because  it  assumes  the  fact  that  the  said  gates  are  usual  gates, 
under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  as  disclosed  in  the  evidence." 

"  3d.  Because  it  assumes  that  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant, affected  by  the  road  in  question  in  this  case,  were,  at  the  time  of 
the  making  of  the  agreements,  and  of  the  grievances  complained  of, 
farm  lands." 

"4th.  Because  it  assumes  that  the  gates  which  the  defendant  might 
be  entitled  to  erect  were  farm  gates." 

"  5th.  Because  it  assumes  as  matter  of  fact,  that  the  gates  erected 
by  the  defendant,  as  shown  by  the  evidence,  were  usual  and  sufficient 
farm  gates." 

In  our  opinion  there  was  error  both  in  refusing  the  second  prayer  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  in  the  instruction  given  to  the  jury.,  to  find  for  the 
defendant. 

The  questions  whether  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  as 
disclosed  by  the  testimony,  the  gates  were  necessaiy  to  the  defendant 
for  the  useful  and  beneficial  occupation  of  his  land,  looking  to  the  situ- 
ation of  his  property  ;  and  whether  the  particular  gates  complained  of, 
were  usual  and  proper  under  the  circumstances,  and  the  further  ques- 
tion whether  their  existence  upon  the  road  interfered  with  the  reason- 
able use  of  the  right  of  way  by  the  plaintiff,  considering  the  situation  of 
his  property  and  the  manner  in  which  it  was  occupied,  and  the  interest 
of  the  parties  as  to  the  mode  in  which  the  right  of  way  was  to  be 
used :  these  were  all  questions  proper  to  be  decided  by  the  jury,  upon 
the  evidence  in  the  case.  On  all  these  questions  testimony  was  offered, 
legally  sufficient  to  be  submitted  to  the  juiy. 

"  The  doctrine  that  the  facilities  for  passage  where  a  private  right  of 
way  exists,  are  to  be  regulated  by  the  nature  of  the  case,  and  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  time  and  place,  is  very  well  settled  by  authority. 
Eemphill  v.  City  of  Boston,  8  Cush.  195;  Cowling  v.  Higinson,  4 
Mees.  &  W.  245.  The  last  case  determines  in  effect,  that  the  extent 
of  the  privilege  created  by  the  dedication  of  a  private  right  of  passage, 
depends  upon  the  circumstances,  and  raises  a  question  for  the  determi- 
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nation  of  the  jury."  Bakeman  v.  Talbot,  31  N.  Y.  370.  (Per  Denio, 
Ch.  J.)  We  refer  also  to  Hawkins  v.  Carbine,  3  Exch.  914,  and 
Huron  v.  Young,  4  Lansing,  64. 

Being  of  opinion  that  there  was  error  in  refusing  the  plaintiffs  second 
prayer,  and  in  the  instruction  given  by  the  court  to  the  jury,  the  judg- 
ment will  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  new  trial  ordered.1 


GERRISH  v.   SHATTUCK. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OP  MASSACHUSETTS.     1882. 
[Reported  132  Mass.  235.], 

BILL  inequity,  filed  October  11,   1879,  to  restrain  the   defendant 
from  oblHiructingli  passage  wa}-  running  from  Prescott  Street  in  Lowell  * 

to  the  plaintiff's  land. 

After  the  former  decision,  reported  128  Mass.  571,  the  case  was-/*i 
heard  by  Soule,  J.,  on  the  form  of  the  final  decree.  The  plaintiff  asked 
the  judge  to  sign  the  following  decree  :  "  This  cause  came  on  to  be 
heard,  and  was  argued  by  counsel,  and  thereupon,  upon  consideration 
thereof,  it  is  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  that  the  defendant,  within 
days  from  the  entering  of  this  decree,  remove  all  erections  and 
obstructions  placed  or  built  by  him  in  and  upon  the  passage  way  de- 
scribed  in  the  plaintiff's  bill,  which  passage  way  is  located  next  south- 
erly  of  the  northerl}'  line  of  the  defendant's  land,  and  extends 
whole  length  thereof,  from  the  plaintiff's  land  to  Prescott  Street,  and  is 
four  feet  in  width  throughout  its  entire  length  ;  and  that  within 


time  the  defendant  fill  up  the  excavations  in  said  passage  way  described 
in  said  bill,  and  restore  the  whole  of  said  passage  way  and  make  the 
same  as  good  and  firm  as  it  was  before  the  earth  therein  was  removed  - 
by  him  therefrom.  And  it  is  further  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed, 
that  the  defendant  be  and  he  hereby  is  forever  enjoined  from  erecting 
or  placing  an}-  building,  wall,  or  other  obstruction  in,  upon,  or  over  said 
passage  way,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  in  any  manner  interfering  with  or  - 
obstructing  the  plaintiff's  peaceable  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  same  over 
the  whole  length  and  breadth  thereof.  It  is  further  ordered,  adjudged, 
and  decreed  that  the  plaintiff  recover  her  costs,  to  be  taxed  by  the 
clerk." 

The  judge  declined  so  to  do,  and  signed  the  following  decree  :  "  This 
cause  came  on  to  be  heard,  and  was  argued  by  counsel,  and  thereupon, 
on  consideration  of  the  court,  it  is  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  that 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  foot  way  four  feet  in  width  immediately 

1  See  Cannery  v.  Brooks,  73  Pa.  80.  Cf.  Welch  v.  Wilcox,  101  Mass.  162  ;  Wil- 
liams v.  Clark,  140  Mass.  238. 
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south  of  the  northerly  line  of  the  defendant's  land  and  extending  from 
the  line  of  the  plaintiffs  land  to  Preseott  Street ;  and  that  the  defend- 
ant be  forever  enjoined  not  to  place,  erect,  or  maintain  any  wall  on  any 
part  of  the  land  included  in  said  wa}'  in  such  manner  as  to  obstruct  the 
plaintiff  in  the  enjoyment  of  a  foot  way  over  the  whole  length  and 
breadth  thereof;  but  nothing  in  this  decree  is  to  be  construed  as  for- 
bidding the  defendant  temporarily  to  use  the  land  included  in  said  way 
in  any  reasonable  manner  for  the  purpose  of  repairing  said  foot  wa}',  or 
for  any  other  purpose  which  shall  not  interfere  with  the  plaintiff's  en- 
joyment of  said  way,  nor  as  forbidding  him  to  extend  any  building  over 
the  same,  at  such  height,  not  less  than  eleven  feet  above  the  ground,  as 
not  to  interfere  with  the  reasonable  use  and  enjoyment  of  said  foot  wa}- 
by  the  plaintiff,  and  in  such  manner  as  not  to  be  dangerous  to  persons 
using  said  way.  It  is  further  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  that  the 
plaintiff  recover  her  costs,  to  be  taxed  by  the  clerk." 

The  plaintiff  appealed  ;  and  the  judge  reported  the  case  for  the  deter- 
mination of  the  full  court,  the  decree  to  be  affirmed  or  such  other  decree 
to  be  entered  as  justice  and  equit}7  required.  The  pleadings  and  the 
report  of  the  case  on  which  it  previously  came  before  this  court  were 
made  part  of  the  report.  So  much  thereof  as  is  necessary  to  an  under- 
standing of  the  case  appears  in  the  opinion. 

J.  N.  Marshall  and  M.  L.  Hamblet,  for  the  plaintiff. 

D.  S.  Richardson  and  G.  F.  Richardson,  for  the  defendant. 

DEVEXS,  J.  The  rights  of  the  plaintiff  depend  upon  the  construction 
to  be  given  to  the  reservation  in  the  deed  of  her  father,  Nathaniel 
Wright,  in  1857.  Wright  in  that  year  sold  to  William  H.  Burnap, 
whose  rights  have  been  acquired  by  the  defendant,  a  parcel  of  land  on 
Preseott  Street  by  a  deed  containing  the  following:  "  Excepting  how- 
ever and  reserving  to  m3"self  my  heirs  and  assigns  a  passage  wa^y  four 
feet  wide,  in,  through  and  over  said  premises  from  said  Preseott  Street 
to  my  tenement  on  the  westerly  side  thereof."  The  plaintiff  has  ac- 
quired by  inheritance,  and  by  deed  from  the  other  heirs,  the  parcel  of 
land  on  which  was  the  tenement  referred  to,  and  the  right  of  way  over 
the  defendant's  land,  which  was  reserved  in  the  deed  to  Burnap. 

The  effect  of  the  reservation  was  of  a  right  of  way  only  ;  and  at  the 
former  hearing  of  this  case  it  was  held  that,  the  way  being  of  fixed 
width  and  having  been  definitely  located  by  the  subsequent  acts  of  the 
parties  interested,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have  it  kept  open  where 
it  was  thus  located,  and  therefore  that  the  defendant  could  not  erect  a 
wall  sixteen  inches  in  width  on  the  northerly  side  of  it,  even  if  a  way 
four  feet  in  width  was  left  for  the  plaintiff's  use,  as  the  plaintiff  could 
not  be  compelled  to  accept  a  vr&y  substituted  for  the  one  to  which  she 
was  entitled,  even  if  equally  convenient  and  useful.  Gerrish  v.  Shat- 
tuck.  128  Mass.  571. 

The  contention  of  the  plaintiff  now  is  that  the  defendant  cannot  be 
permitted  to  extend  any  building  over  the  way  thus  located,  as  it  would 
necessarily  render  the  passage  way  darker  and  less  agreeable,  and  would 
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also  interfere  with  the  plaintiff's  enjoyment  of  light  and  air  at  his  build- 
ing. It  is  found  by  the  original  report,  that  eleven  feet  was  a  reason- 
able height  for  the  way  in  question,  that  it  never  had  been  used  for  a 
carriage  way,  that  it  was  not  suitable  for  such  a  wa}',  nor  intended  to 
be  so  used,  and  that  the  means  of  going  to  and  from  the  plaintiff's  lot 
would  be  practically  as  convenient  and  useful  as  any  she  had  heretofore 
enjo}~ed. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts,  Atkins  v.  Bordman,  2  Met.  457,  is  appar- 
ently decisive  of  the  case  before  us.  It  was  there  held  that  the  owner 
of  land  over  which  a  passage  way  had  been  reserved  might  lawfully 
cover  such  passage  way  with  a  building  if  he  left  a  space  so  high,  wide, 
and  light  that  the  way  continued  substantially  as  convenient  as  before 
for  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  reserved.  Nor  can  a  distinction  be 
drawn  between  that  case  and  the  present,  as  the  plaintiff  contends,  be- 
cause there  the  way  reserved  was  a  convenient  wa}',  while  here  the  way 
had  been  definitely  located^  by  the  acts  of  the  parties.  Such  location 
had  reference  only  to  its  position  upon  the  surface  of  the  soil,  and,  even 
if  when  thus  defined  the  way  was  actually  open,  there  was  no  location 
so  far  as  height  was  concerned  except  so  far  as  it  was  reasonably  neces- 
sary for  the  use  of  such  a  wa}'.  The  plaintiff  has  obtained  no  right  to 
light  and  air  above  the  way ;  she  has  only  the  right  of  passing  and  re- 
passing,  with  such  incidental  rights  as  are  necessary  to  its  enjo}'ment. 
The  defendant  has  all  the  rights  and  benefit  of  the  ownership  of  the  soil 
consistent  with  this  easement.  Perley  v.  Chandler,  6  Mass.  454 ; 
Atkins  v.  Bordman,  ubi  supra. 

The  plaintiff  further  objects  to  the  term  "foot  way"  used  in  the 
decree  appealed  from  ;  but  this  term  is  used  in  describing  the  passage 
way  only  to  distinguish  it  from  a  horse  or  carriage  way,  for  which  it 
had  never  been  used,  and  for  which  it  was  not  suitable.  It  was  not 
intended  thereby  to  prevent  the  use  on  such  wa}'  of  vehicles  such  as 
are  usually  drawn  or  propelled  by  foot  passengers. 

In  one  respect  the  decree  entered  requires  modification  b}*  an  addition 
thereto.  The  bill  avers  and  the  answer  admits  the  digging  up  by  the 
defendant  of  the  way  (as  it  has  been  held  by  this  court  to  exist)  for  its 
entire  length  and  breadth  to  the  depth  of  about  ten  feet,  and  the  carry- 
ing away  of  earth  therefrom.  The  defendant  had  no  right  thus  to  dis- 
turb the  plaintiff  in  her  enjoyment  of  her  easement,  and  he  should  be 
ordered  to  fill  up  the  excavation  so  far  as  it  interferes  with  the  surface 
of  the  way,  or  otherwise  restore  the  way  so  that  it  shall  be  as  firm, 
sound,  and  convenient  as  it  was  when  his  operations  commenced. 
Tucker  v.  Howard,  128  Mass.  361 ;  Nash  v.  New  England  Ins.  Co., 
127  Mass.  91. 

The  defendant  calls  our  attention  to  the  first  report,  where  it  is  found 
"that  the  operations  of  the  defendant  would  not  be  an  unreasonable 
obstruction  of  the  passage  way  or  a  violation  of  the  plaintiff's  rights." 
But  this  finding  was  made  upon  the  basis  of  the  opinion  held  by  the 
learned  judge,  that  the  way  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  was  one 
not  definitely  located,  which  opinion  was  erroneous. 
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The  decree  as  entered  should  be  amended,  therefore,  by  inserting, 
after  the  clause  ordering  the  defendant  "  not  to  place,  erect,  or  main- 
tain any  wall  on  any  part  of  the  land  in  said  way  in  such  manner  as  to 
obstruct  the  plaintiff  in  the  enjoyment  of  a  foot  way  over  the  whole 
length  and  breadth  thereof,"  a  clause  providing  that  the  defendant 
shall  within  thirty  days  from  the  final  entry  of  the  decree  make  the  sur- 
face of  said  way  as  firm,  sound,  and  convenient  as  it  was  before  the 
earth  was  removed  by  him  therefrom.  Decree  accordingly. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  WILLIAMS. 
SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1885. 

[Reported  140  Mass.  329.1 

K^C"*^ 

INFORMATION  m  equity*  at  the  relation  of  the  Harbor  and  Land  Com- 

missioners, to  restrain  the  erection  of  bay  windows  or  projections  ex- 
tending into  or  over  a  passage  way  in  the  rear  of  the  defendant's  house 
on  the  corner  of  Boj^toji^Street^nd  "^ypt^r  \St.rppt.  in  Boston.  Hear- 
ing before  Bevens,  J.,  who  reserved  the  case  for  the  consideration  of 
the  full  court.  The  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

tH.  N.  Shepard,  Assistant  Attorney-General,  for  the  plaintiff. 
E.  R.  Hoar  and  F.  A.  Brooks,  for  the  defendant. 
C.  ALLEN,  J.  The  first  question  which  we  have  considered  is,  whether 
an  information  in  the  name  of  the  Attoi'ne3'-General  can  be  maintained 
to  enforce  the  stipulations  in  respect  to  the  passage  way.  In  Attorney- 
General  v.  Gardiner,  117  Mass.  492,  it  is  declared  that  the  Common- 
wealth, in  devising  the  scheme  of  improvement  of  the  Back  Bay  lands, 
acted  in  a  twofold  capacity,  —  as  the  proprietor  of  lands  which  it  held 
and  might  sell,  and  as  the  sovereign  power,  authorized  to  lay  out  high- 
ways for  the  benefit  of  the  public  ;  and  that,  in  the  latter  capacity,  it 
might  enforce  these  provisions  and  restrictions,  against  all  persons 
bound  by  them,  by  an  information  in  equity  in  the  name  of  the  Attor- 
ney-General. It  is  suggested  that  there  is  a  distinction  between  that 


case  and  the  present  in  this  particular,  —  that  there  the  information 
was  brought  to  enforce  restrictions  imposed  against  building  on  the 
front  part  of  the  lots  bounding  on  the  highway,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
public,  while  here  it  is  brought  only  in  the  interest  of  a  few  private 
owners  of  the  adjacent  property  bounding  on  the  passage  way.  But  the 
Commonwealth  properly  reserved  to  itself  the  right  to  enter  upon  the 
premises  by  its  agents,  and,  at  the  expense  of  the  party  in  fault,  to  re- 
move or  alter,  in  conformit}'  with  the  stipulations,  any  building,  or  por- 
tion thereof,  which  might  be  erected  on  the  premises  in  a  manner  or  to 
a  use  contrary  to  the  stipulations.  Also,  by  the  Pub.  Sts.  c.  19,  §  5,  in 
all  cases  where  the  Commonwealth  has  such  right,  all  grantees  under 
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the  deeds  by  which  such  right  is  reserved,  and  their  legal  representatives 
and  assigns,  may  by  proceeding  in  equity  compel  the  board  of  Harbor 
and  Land  Commissioners  so  to  enter  and  remove  or  alter  such  build- 
ing or  portion  thereof. 

It  does  not,  in  this  case,  appear  affirmatively  that  the  Commonwealth 
has  sold  all  of  its  land  in  the  neighborhood  of  the  premises  in  question, 
and  that  it  has  no  direct  pecuniary  interest  in  enforcing  the  stipulations. 
But  assuming  the  fact  to  be  so,  it  btill  has  a  duty  to  perform  in  this 
respect.  Moreover,  it  may  be  said  to  have  constituted  itself  a  trustee 
for  all  the  parties  in  interest,  by  the  form  of  the  stipulation,  with  the 
implied  assent  of  each  grantee  who  takes  a  deed  containing  it.  In 
either  aspect,  it  has  such  an  interest  and  duty  as  to  entitle  it,  by  its 
proper  officer,  to  sue  in  this  court  on  behalf  of  the  rights  and  interests 
of  those  who  claim  its  protection. 

The  principal  ground  of  objection  to  the  maintenance  of  the  informa- 
tion is,  that  the  defendant  has  not  infringed  upon  the  stipulation  re- 
ferred to.  Before  considering  this  question  in  the  light  of  the  particular 
stipulation,  it  ma}7  be  well  to  review  some  of  the  principal  authorities 
cited  at  the  argument.  The  leading  case  upon  this  subject  is  Atkins  v. 
llordman,  2  Met.  457,  where  it  was  held  that  the  owner  of  land,  over 
which  his  grantor  had  reserved  a  passage  way,  might,  under  the  peculiar 
circumstances  of  that  case,  lawfully  cover  such  passage  way  with  a  build- 
ing, if  he  left  a  space  so  wide,  high,  and  light  that  the  way  was  substan- 
tially as  convenient  as  before  for  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  reserved. 
There,  from  the  language  of  the  reservation,  construed  in  the  light  of 
the  existing  facts  and  circumstances,  the  right  reserved  was  held  to  be 
that  of  "•  a  suitable  and  convenient  foot  way  to  and  from  the  grantor's 
dwelling-house,  of  suitable  height  and  dimensions  to  carry  in  and  out 
furniture,  provisions,  and  necessaries  for  family  use,  and  to  use  for  that 
purpose  wheelbarrows,  hand-sleds,  and  such  small  vehicles  as  are  com- 
monh*  used  for  that  purpose,  in  passing  to  and  from  the  street  to  the 
dwelling  in  the  rear,  through  a  foot  passage,  in  a  closely  built  and 
thickly  settled  town."  It  was  a  use  which  was  individual  to  the  occu- 
pant of  that  house,  and  not  for  the  public.  It  was  limited  to  certain 
simple  uses,  connected  with  getting  things  into  and  out  of  the  house. 
It  is  obvious  that  the  rights  of  the  single  person  entitled  under  such 
circumstances  to  a  passage  way  are  not  necessarily  identical  with  the 
rights  involved  in  the  present  case. 

In  Schwoerer  v.  Boylston  Market  Association,  99  Mass.  285,  the 
provision  in  the  deed  establishing  the  passage  way  declared  that  it 
should  "  not  be  subject  to  have  any  fence  or  building  erected  thereon  ; " 
and  this  was  held  to  give  a  right  to  have  the  entire  court  or  passage  way 
kept  open  to  the  sky,  for  light,  air,  and  prospect,  and  every  other  ac- 
commodation and  advantage  which  such  an  open  court  might  furnish  to 
an  estate  abutting  upon  it. 

In  Brooks  v.  Reynolds,  106  Mass.  31,  the  passage  way  was  declared 
in  the  deed  to  be  for  light  and  air,  and  was  always  to  be  kept  open  for 
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the  purpose  aforesaid ;  and  this  was  held  to  give  a  right  to  the  open 
and  unobstructed  passage  of  light  and  air  from  the  ground  upwards, 
and  throughout  the  length  of  the  passage  wa}'. 

.  The  case  of  Salisbury  \.  Andrews,  128  Mass.  336,  is  more  like  the 
present  case.  There  tenants  in  common  had  laid  out  their  land  in  Bos- 
ton with  a  passage  way  or  court,  upon  both  sides  of  which  the}'  had 
erected  buildings  fronting  upon  the  way ;  and,  by  a  deed  of  partition 
of  the  property,  they  provided  that  the  way  "  shall  be  left  and  always 
lie  open  for  the  passage  wa}'  or  court  aforesaid,  for  the  common  use  and 
benefit  of  both  of  said  parties  and  their  respective  estates."  It  was 
held  that  the  right  of  an  owner  under  this  deed  was  not  simply  a  right 
of  way,  but  a  right  to  the  use  and  benefit  of  an  open  court,  extending 
as  well  to  the  light  and  air  above  as  to  actual  travel  upon  the  surface 
of  the  earth. 

It  is  necessary  now  to  look  at  the  terms  of  the  bond  in  which  the 
stipulation  relied  on  in  the  present  case  is  contained,  in  order  to  see 
what  it  means.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  to  be  borne  in  mind  that  the 
place  in  question  is  a  part  of  a  great  scheme  of  improvement  of  waste 
land  in  a  city,  for  streets  and  dwellings.  The  description  of  the  land 
carefully  defines  the  width  and  lines  of  the  passage  wa}' :  "  running  one 
hundred  and  twelve  feet  to  a  passage  way  sixteen  feet  wide ;  thence 
westerly  on  the  line  of  said  passage  way  ;  .  .  .  also  all  that  part  of  said 
passage  way  sixteen  feet  wide  that  lies  southerly  of  its  centre  line,  and 
between  the  easterly  and  westerly  lines  of  said  premises  extended  ;  refer- 
ence being  had  to  the  plan  accompanying  the  fifth  annual  report  of  the 
Commissioners  on  the  Back  Bay."  A  reference  to  the  plan  shows  a 
s.ystem  of  streets,  covering  an  extensive  territon',  with  passage  ways 
for  the  accommodation  of  the  houses  on  two  streets,  and  for  access  to 
their  rear  entrances.  "  Any  building  erected  on  the  premises  shall  be 
at  least  three  stories  high  for  the  main  part  thereof,  and  shall  not  in 
any  event  be  used  for  a  stable  or  for  any  mechanical  or  manufacturing 
purposes."  There  were  also  other  provisions  showing  that  dwelling- 
houses  of  a  high  class  were  contemplated.  Afterwards  followed  the  (^ 
particular  stipulation  relied  on,  "  that  a  passage  way  sixteen  feet  wide  I 
is  to  be  laid  out  in  the  rear  of  the  premises,  the  same  to  be  filled  in  by  ) 
the  Commonwealth,  and  to  be  kept  open  and  maintained  by  the  abut-' 
ters  in  common." 

It  was  contemplated  that  buildings  might  be  erected  on  both  sides  of 
this  passage  way.  Each  owner  might  build  up  to  the  line  of  it.  The 
defendant  has  done  so,  and  has  built  buy  windows  from  a  point  eight 
feet  above  the  sidewalk,  and  extending  from  three  to  four  feet  into 
the  passage  way,  to  the  top  of  his  house,  six  stories  high.  If  the  op- 
posite owner  should  do  the  same,  the  passage  way  between  the  buildings, 
extending  upwards  from  a  point  beginning  eight  feet  above  the  surface 
of  the  ground,  would  be  eight  feet,  instead  of  sixteen,  in  width.  It 
would  be  half  closed  up.  so  far  as  light  and  air  and  prospect  are  con- 
cerned. And,  if  this  may  be  done,  it  is  difficult  to  place  an}'  practical 
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limit  to  what  might  be  done  in  this  manner.  The  passage  way  was  de- 
signed as  a  thoroughfare  for  the  accommodation  of  man}7  persons.  In 
appearance,  it  is  on  the  plan  indistinguishable  from  a  narrow  street.  It 
is  connected  at  each  end  with  broad  and  important  streets.  It  was  to 
be  kept  open.  No  gates  could  be  put  at  the  ends  of  it.  It  was  to  be 
'•  maintained,"  that  is,  kept  in  good  order  for  use.  Its  width  shows  that 
it  was  designed  for  vehicles  drawn  b}-  horses,  as  well  as  for  travellers 
afoot.  The  supplies  for  all  the  houses  on  both  sides  of  it,  for  its  entire 
length,  would  be  chiefly  deliverable,  and  all  refuse  matter  removable, 
by  its  means.  Thus  we  have  a  passage  way  of  defined  dimensions,  in 
the  rear  of  all  the  houses  on  two  broad  streets,  designed  for  use  by  all 
who  may  have  occasion  to  seek  the  rear  entrances  to  any  of  the  houses 
on  either  street,  —  a  passage  way  available  also  for  police  purposes  and 
for  use  in  the  extinguishment  of  fires,  — a  passage  wa}'  which  is  to  be 
maintained,  and  kept  open,  and  designed  for  horses  and  wagons,  in  a 
part  of  a  large  city  which  is  designed  to  be  wholly  occupied  by  dwellings 
of  a  high  class,  to  which  air  and  light  and  prospect  are  not  only  desir- 
able, but  essential,  in  the  rear  as  well  as  in  the  front,  with  no  limitation 
to  the  use  which  may  be  made  of  it  or  of  the  persons  by  whom  it  may 
be  used. 

In  view  of  these  considerations,  we  think  the  language  of  the  stipu- 
lation was  designed  to  signify  a  separation  of  sixteen  feet  at  least  be- 
tween the  rear  portions  of  the  buildings  abutting  on  the  passage  way.  A 
passage  way  sixteen  feet  wide  was  not  merely  to  be  kept  open  at  the 
ends,  but  open  to  the  sky  throughout  its  entire  length,  for  the  general 
convenience  and  benefit.  It  is  easy  to  see  that  the  rights  of  others 
would  be  lessened,  upon  any  other  construction.  The  opposite  owner, 
who  might  not  wish  in  like  manner  to  build  into  the  passage  way, 
would  have  in  the  rear  of  his  house  a  space  just  so  much  the  narrower. 
The  adjacent  owner  on  the  same  side,  who  did  not  wish  to  occupy  a  part 
of  the  passage  way  with  his  building,  would  have  light,  air,  and  prospect 
cut  off.  The  right  themselves  to  occupy  the  passage  in  this  manner 
would  be  no  equivalent  to  owners  who  did  not  wish  to  build  their  houses 
so  as  to  extend  back  to  the  line  of  it. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  facts  proved  at  the  hearing  and  reported  to 
us  which  in  an}-  wa}'  controls  the  construction  thus  put  upon  the  lan- 
guage of  the  stipulation.  The  result  is,  that  a  decree  must  be  entered 
for  the  removal  of  the  projections.  Decree  accordingly.1 

NOTE.  —  MISCELLANEOUS  EASEMENTS.  —  The  principal  easements  are  those  above 
specified.  Easements  cannot  be  created  ad  libitum.  See  Norcross  v.  James,  140  Mass. 
188,  post,  p.  511.  Among  easements  which  have  been  allowed  are,  to  get  water  from  a 
stream,  Race  v.  Ward,  4  K.  &  B.  702,  ante,  p.  10  ;  to  fasten  a  sign-board  to  the  wall 
of  a  house,  Moody  v.  St.eggles,  12  Ch.  D.  261  :  to  drive  a  pile  in  a  river,  Lancaster  v.  Eve, 
5  C.  B.  N.  S.  717;  to  pile  and  hoist  boxes,  Richardson  v.  Pond,  15  Gray,  387.  Rights 
to  pews  and  burial  rights  are  of  a  very  varied  character  :  sometimes  a  freehold  right  in 
the  soil  is  created  ;  sometimes  an  easement ;  sometimes  the  right  is  personal  property  ; 
sometimes  it  is  only  a  license. 

1  The  rest  of  the  case  is  omitted. 
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E.  Remedies  for  Disturbance  of  Easement».1 

JESSER   v.   GIFFORD. 

KING'S  BENCH.     1767. 

[Reported  4  Burr.  2141.] 

THIS  was  an  action  for  erecting  a  wall,  whereby  the  plaintiff's  lights 
were  obstructed. 

The  declaration  contained  two  counts  :  in  the  second,  the  plaintiff 
counted  as  the  reversioner.  And  a  verdict  had  been  given  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  general  damages. 

On  the  second  da}'  of  this  term,  Mr.  Serjeant  Burland  moved  in 
arrest  of  judgment  ;  and  had  a  rule  to  show  cause. 

His  objection  was,  —  that  this  action  will  not  lie  by  a  reversioner  ; 
being  only  an  injury  to  the  person  in  possession. 

Mr.  Justice  ASTON  now  said  he  had  looked  into  it,  and  had  found  a 
case  s.  P.  with  the  present  ;  and  accordingly  cited  Tomlinson  \. 
Brown,  as  of  H.  28  G.  2,  but  it  was  determined  in  Easter  Term,  1  755. 
It  was  an  action  brought  by  the  owner  of  the  inheritance,  for  a  nuisance 
in  obstructing  lights  and  breaking  his  wall.  A  general  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff.  Mr.  Norton,  in  arrest  of  judgment,  objected,  that  a  temporary 
nuisance  can't  be  an  injury  to  the  inheritance  ;  it  ma}*  be  abated  before 
the  estate  comes  into  possession;  and  he  cited  Cro.  Jac.  231,  Some 
v.  J3arwisJi  ;  and  observed,  that  if  this  would  hold,  the  defendant 
would  be  liable  to  a  double  action  ;  one,  by  the  possessor  of  the  estate  ; 
the  other,  by  the  reversioner.  Mr.  Crowle  showed  cause  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiff  ;  and  insisted  that  it  was  a  damage  done  to  the  inheritance  : 
if  the  reversioner  wanted  to  sell  the  reversion,  this  obstruction  would 
certainly  lessen  the  value  of  it.  The  court  were  of  opinion,  that  an 
action  might  be  brought  by  one,  in  respect  of  his  possession  ;  and  by 
the  other  in  respect  of  his  inheritance  for  the  injury  done  to  the  value 
of  it. 

LORD  MANSFIELD.     That  is  decisive. 

Whereupon  the  rule  was  discharged.2 

1  Under  this  head  are  collected  cases  illustrating  the  question  how  far  a  person  who 
is  not  at  present  enjoying  an  easement  may  have  a  remedy  for  its  obstruction.     For  a 
.similar  question  with  iv^'anl  tu  natural  rights,  sn-  Sfiu-ycn  v.  Bridyman,  11  Ch.  D.  852, 
ante,  p.  57  ;  Dana  v.   Valentine,,  5  Met.  8,  ante,  p.  61  ;  Sampson  v.  Hoddinott,  1  C.  B. 
N.  S.  590,  ante,  p.  119;  Crossleyv.  Liyhtowler,  L.  R.  2  Ch.  478  ;  Pennington  v.  Brin- 
sop  Hall  Co.,  5  Ch.  D.  769,  772  ;  Harrop  v.  Hirst,  L.  R.  4  Ex.  43  ;  Blodgett  v.  Stone, 
60  N.  H.  167. 

2  See  Bower  v.  Hill,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  549  ;  Metropolitan  Ass.  v.  Fetch,  5  C.  B.  N.  S. 
504. 
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SHAD  WELL  v.    HUTCHINSON. 
NISI  PRIUS.     1830. 

[Reported  4  C.  &  P.  333.] 

ACTIOX  on  the  case,  for  obstructing  an  ancient  light  to  the  injury  of 
the  plaintiff's  re  version  ar}-  interest.  This  was  a  second  action  for  the 
obstructing  the  same  light,  for  which  the  plaintiff'  recovered  in  the  case 
of  Shadwell,  Knt.,  v.  Hxtchinson  (reported  3  C.  &  P.  615).  The 
declaration  was  exactly  in  the  same  form,  except  that  the  time  of  the 
obstruction  in  this  case  was  stated  to  be  from  the  28th  day  of  Novem- 
ber, 1828,  to  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  present  action. 
Plea  —  Judgment  recovered  for  the  "  same  identical  grievances."  Rep- 
lication — That  the  recovery  in  the  former  action  was  not  for  the  "  same 
identical  grievances." 

An  admission  was  put  in,  by  which  the  parties  admitted  that  the 
obstruction  of  the  light  was  in  just  the  same  state  as  at  the  time  of  the 
former  action ;  and  that  it  had  not  been  increased,  altered,  or  removed. 

Campbell  and  Coleridge,  for  the  plaintiff. 

J.  Williams  and  Curwood,  for  the  defendant. 

LORD  TENTERDEN,  C.  J.  The  plaintiff,  b}-  his  declaration,  complains 
of  an  injury  occasioned  by  the  continuance  of  the  obstruction  of  this 
light,  from  November,  1828,  to  the  commencement  of  the  present 
action.  That  is  the  grievance  he  complains  of  now,  and,  unless  I 
could  say  that  the  grievance  during  that  time  is  the  same  grievance  as 
the  obstructing  the  light  between  two  other  and  earlier  dates,  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  a  verdict. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff —  Damages  £100. 

In  the  ensuing  term,  Curwood  moved  for  a  new  trial ;  and  contended, 
that  there  was  no  real  substantial  damage  to  the  reversion,  but  only  an 
ideal  damage,  for  which  the  reversioner  had  recovered ;  and  that  the 
continuance  of  the  obstruction  caused  no  new  damage  to  the  reversion, 
although  it  did  to.  the  possession.  But  the  court  refused  the  rule. 


KIDGILL  v.   MOOR. 

COMMON  PLEAS.     1850. 

[Reported  9  C.  B.  364.] 

THIS  was  an  action  upon  the  case,  by  a  reversioner,  for  an  obstruc- 
tion of  an  alleged  right  of  way. 

The  declaration  stated,  that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  commit- 
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ting  of  the  grievances  b}1  the  defendant  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  the 
plaintiff  was,  and  continually  from  thence  hitherto  had  been,  and  still 
remained,  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee  of  and  in  one  undivided 
seventh  part,  the  whole  into  seven  equal  parts  to  be  divided,  of  a  cer- 
tain close  and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  situate  in  the  parish 
ofBradfield,  in  the  county  of  Berks,  as  tenant  in  common  thereof  with 
William  Kidgill,  &c.,  the  said  William  Kidgill,  &c.,  then  being  pos- 
sessed of  the  other  six  undivided  parts  of  the  said  close  and  premises, 
with  the  appurtenances ;  that  the  said  undivided  seventh  part  of  the 
said  close  and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  during  all  the  time 
aforesaid,  was,  and  still  remained,  in  the  possession  and  occupation  of 
Joseph  Kidgill,  as  tenant  thereof  to  the  plaintiff,  the  reversion  thereof, 
expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  said  tenancy,  then  and  still  be- 
longing to  the  plaintiff;  and  that  the  plaintiff,  during  all  the  time  afore- 
said, of  right  ought  to  have  had,  and  yet  of  right  ought  to  have,  for  his 
tenants,  occupiers  of  the  said  undivided  seventh  part  of  the  said  close, 
&c.,  a  certain  way  from  and  out  of  the  said  close,  unto,  into,  through, 
and  over  a  certain  other  close  of  the  defendant,  in  the  parish  aforesaid, 
from  and  out  of  the  same,  unto  and  into  a  certain  common  and  public 
highway  in  the  count}'  aforesaid,  and  so  back  again  from  the  same 
common  and  public  highway,  unto,  into,  through,  and  over  the  said 
close  of  the  defendant,  unto  and  into  the  said  first-mentioned  close  and 
premises,  to  go,  pass,  and  repass,  on  foot,  with  horses,  wagons,  and 
carriages,  eveiy  year,  and  at  all  times  of  the  3'ear,  at  their  free  will  and 
pleasure  ;  yet  that  the  defendant,  well  knowing  the  premises,  but  wrong- 
fully and  unjustty  intending  to  injure,  prejudice,  and  aggrieve  the  plain- 
tiff in  his  said  reversionaiy  estate  and  interest  of  and  in  the  said 
undivided  seventh  part  of  the  said  close  and  premises,  with  the  appur- 
tenances, whilst  the  said  undivided  seventh  part  of  the  said  close  was 
so  in  the  possession  and  occupation  of  the  said  Joseph  Kidgill  as  tenant 
thereof  to  the  plaintiff,  and  whilst  he,  the  plaintiff,  was  so  interested  in 
the  said  undivided  seventh  part  of  the  same,  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the 
1st  of  May,  1849,  and  on  divers  days  and  times  between  that  day  and 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  wrongfuily  and  unjustly  locked,  chained, 
shut,  and  fastened  a  certain  gate  standing  in  and  across  the  said  way, 
and  wrongfully  and  injuriously  kept  and  continued  the  said  gate  so 
locked,  chained,  shut,  and  fastened,  in  and  upon  the  said  way,  for  a 
long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  from  thence  until  the  commencement  of  this 
suit,  and  thereby  during  all  that  time  wrongfully  and  injuriously  ob- 
structed the  said  wa}*,  —  b}*  means  of  which  said  several  premises  the 
plaintiff  had  been  and  was  greatl}*  injured,  prejudiced,  and  aggrieved  in 
his  said  reversionary  estate  and  interest  of  and  in  the  said  undivided 
seventh  part  of  the  said  close  and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  so 
in  the  possession  of  the  said  Joseph  Kidgill  as  tenant  thereof  to  the 
plaintiff;  and  also  by  means  of  the  committing  of  the  said  grievances 
by  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  one  J.  G.  Lewis,  who,  before  the  com- 
mitting of  the  said  grievances  by  the  defendant,  had  contracted  and 
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agreed  with  the  plaintiff  for  the  purchase  by  him  from  the  plaintiff  of 
the  said  reversionaiy  estate  and  interest  of  the  plaintiff,  for  a  large  sum 
of  mone}-,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  £300,  and  who  would  otherwise  have  com- 
pleted the  said  purchase,  and  have  paid  to  the  plaintiff  the  said  sum  of 
money,  was  deterred  and  prevented  from  completing  the  said  purchase, 
and  from  paying  the  said  sum  of  money  to  the  plaintiff,  and  from  thence 
continually  had  wholly  declined  to  complete  the  said  purchase,  or  to 
pay  the  said  sum  of  mone}-,  or  am-  part  thereof,  to  the  plaintiff;  and 
thereb}-  the  plaintiff  had  been,  and  still  was,  hindered  and  prevented 
from  completing  the  sale  of  his  said  reversionary  estate  and  interest  to 
the  said  J.  G.  Lewis,  and  had  thereby  not  only  lost  and  been  deprived 
of  the  advantage  and  emoluments  which  he  would  have  derived  and 
acquired  from  the  completion  of  the  sale  of  his  said  reversionary  estate 
and  interest  to  the  said  J.  G.  Lewis,  but  had  been  forced  and  obliged  to 
pay,  lay  out,  and  expend  divers  large  sums  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum 
of  £100,  in  and  about  the  said  contract  for  the  sale  of  his  said  rever- 
sionary estate  and  interest,  and  expenses  incidental  thereto,  —  to  the 
damage  of  the  plaintiff  of  £200,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  —  first,  Not  guilty  ;  secondly,  A  plea,  travers- 
ing the  seisin  of  the  plaintiff  as  alleged  in  the  declaration ;  thirdly,  A 
traverse  of  the  alleged  right  of  wa}^ :  whereupon  issue  was  joined. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Rolfe,  B.,  at  the  Summer  Assizes  for  the 
county  of  Berks,  in  1849,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff 
upon  all  the  issues,  damages  40s. 

Whateley,  in  Michaelmas  Term  last,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  arrest 
the  judgment,1  on  the  ground  that  the  declaration  disclosed  no  cause  of 
action,  the  alleged  obstruction  of  the  right  of  way  not  being  shown  to 
be  an  injury  of  a  permanent  nature,  so  as  to  affect  the  reversion.  He 
cited  Jesser  v.  Gifford,  4  Burr.  2141  ;  Jackson  v.  Pesked,  1  M.  & 
Selw.  234 ;  Baxter  v.  Taylor,  4  B.  &  Ad.  72,  1  N.  &  M.  11  ;  Bright 
v.  Walker,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  211,  4  Tyrwh.  509  ;  and  Tucker  v.  Newman, 
11  Ad.  &  E.  40. 

Keating  and  Matthews,  now  showed  cause. 
Whateley  and  Pigyott,  in  support  of  the  rule. 

MAULE,  J.  I  think  the  declaration  in  this  case  —  which  is  objected 
to  after  trial  and  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  which  alleges  that  the 
defendant  wrongfully  and  unjustly  locked,  chained,  and  fastened  a  cer- 
tain gate  in  and  across  a  certain  way,  and  wrongfully  and  injuriously 
kept  and  continued  the  same  so  locked,  chained,  and  fastened,  and  so 
obstructed  the  way,  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  injured  in  his  reversionary 
right  and  interest  —  states  a  cause  of  action  which  entitles  the  plaintiff 
to  damages ;  and  that  we  cannot  arrest  the  judgment.  It  ma}-  have 
been  that  no  evidence  was  given  at  the  trial  of  any  such  obstruction  as 
could  be  a  permanent  injury  to  the  plaintiff's  reversion.  That  might 

1  He  also  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  against  the 
weight  of  evidence  ;  but  the  rule  as  for  a  new  trial  was  refused.  —  REP. 
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have  been  ground  for  a  nonsuit,  or  a  verdict  for  the  defendant ;  but  it 
was  not  so  put  at  the  trial.  The  only  question,  therefore,  for  our  con- 
sideration, is,  whether  the  plaintiff's  reversionary  interest  might  be 
injured  by  the  acts  alleged  in  this  declaration  to  have  been  done  by  the 
defendant.  It  appears  to  me  that  it  might.  It  is  not  denied  that  the 
erection  of  a  wall  across  the  way  —  assuming,  of  course,  that  there  was 
no  contract  as  between  the  tenant  of  the  land  and  the  defendant  — 
would  be  an  injiny  to  the  reversion,  although  such  wall  might  be  pulled 
down  before  the  plaintiff  became  entitled  to  the  actual  possession  of  the 
land ;  and  I  cannot  doubt  that  there  might  be  such  a  locking  and  chain- 
ing of  a  gate  as  would  amount  to  as  permanent  an  injury  to  the  plain- 
tiff's reversionary  interest  as  the  building  of  a  wall.  The  meaning  of 
the  allegation,  that,  by  means  of  the  premises,  the  plaintiff  was  greatly 
injured  in  his  reversionary  estate  and  interest,  is  not  that  the  injury 
follows  as  a  consequence  of  law  from  what  is  previously  stated,  —  like 
an  allegation  that  J.  S.  was  seised  in  fee,  and  that  he  died  so  seised, 
whereby  J.  T.,  his  son  and  heir  at  law,  became  entitled, — but  it  is  an 
allegation  of  a  matter  of  fact,  as  was  lately  held  in  this  court,  in  the 
case  of  Brown  v.  Mallett,  5  M.  Gr.  &  S.  599,  which  is  for  the  JUIT  to 
find,  or  not,  according  to  the  evidence.  I  therefore  think  upon  the 
whole,  that  the  declaration  is  sufficient. 

CRESSWELL,  J.  I  have  entertained  a  good  deal  of  doubt  during  the 
progress  of  the  argument ;  but  I  concur  in  the  judgment  which  has 
been  pronounced  by  m}'  Brother  Maule.  Jackson  v.  Pesked  decides 
that  a  declaration  of  this  sort  is  insufficient  unless  it  contain  an  aver- 
ment that  the  acts  charged  injured  the  plaintiff's  reversionary  interest. 
That  case,  however,  impliedly  recognizes  the  validity  of  a  declaration 
which  contains  such  an  averment,  and  states  facts  which  may  or  may 
not  amount  to  such  injury  of  the  reversion.  Here,  the  declaration 
alleges  certain  things  to  have  been  done  by  the  defendant,  so  as  to 
occasion  injury  to  the  plaintiff's  reversionary  interest.  I  agree  with  my 
Brother  Maule  that  that  is  an  allegation  of  fact,  and  that  we  must  take 
it  to  have  been  proved,  if  the  facts  stated  could  so  operate.  It  is  im- 
possible to  say  that  a  gate  may  not  be  so  fastened  as  to  inure  as  an 
injury  to  the  reversion. 

WILLIAMS,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  in  point  of  fact  the 
obstruction  complained  of  took  place  under  such  circumstances  as  not 
to  occasion  an}r  permanent  injury  to  the  plaintiff's  reversion,  the  judge 
ought  to  have  directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  defendant.  The  learned 
judge,  however,  did  not  so  direct  the  jury  ;  and  no  complaint  is  made 
on  that  score.  We  must,  therefore,  assume  such  a  state  of  facts  to 
have  been  proved  as  might  exist  consistent!}-  with  what  is  charged  in 
this  declaration  as  being  an  injury  to  the  plaintiff's  reversion.  There 
is  clearly  no  ground  for  arresting  the  judgment. 

Rule  discharged.1 

i  See  Bell  v.  Midland  R.  Co.,  10  C.  B.  N.  S.  287. 
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MOORE  y.  HALL. 

QUEEN'S  BENCH  DIVISION.     1878. 

[Reported  3  Q.  B.  D.  178.] 

THIS  was  an  action  for  obstruction  of  ancient  lights.  The  case  was 
tried  before  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  when  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  as  the 
owner  of  certain  premises,  was  entitled  by  prescription  to  the  access  of 
light  to  certain  windows  in  his  premises.  The  defendant,  by  erecting  a 
large  building  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  street,  had  sensibly  diminished 
the  light  which  found  its  way  to  the  plaintiff's  windows ;  but  there  was 
evidence  to  show  that,  the  plaintiffs  premises  being  used  for  the  pur- 
pose of  a  cook's  shop  and  coffee-house,  and  the  windows  that  were  dark- 
ened being  those  of  rooms  only  used  as  bedrooms,  the  access  of  light 
was  still  quite  sufficient  for  the  purposes  of  the  business  then  carried 
on.  The  defendant's  counsel  contended  (inter  alia)  that  the  plaintiff 
was,  at  any  rate,  only  entitled  to  nominal  damages,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  entitled  to  an\-  damages  in  respect  of  the  diminution,  by 
reason  of  the  obstruction  of  light,  of  the  value  of  the  premises  for 
any  other  purposes  than  that  for  which  the  plaintiff  had  actually  been 
in  the  previous  enjoyment  of  the  light.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice,  how- 
ever, left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  an}'  sensible  diminution  of  light 
to  the  plaintiff's  premises  had  been  occasioned  by  the  erection  of  the 
defendant's  premises,  so  as  to  make  them  less  available  either  for  the 
purposes  of  occupation  or  business  to  which  they  were  then  or  might 
thereafter  be  made  applicable.  If  so,  he  directed  them  that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  the  verdict ;  but  if  they  should  be  of  opinion  that  there 
was  no  probability  that  the  premises  would  ever  be  applied  to  other 
than  their  present  purpose,  and  that  consequently  there  was  not,  prac- 
tically, any  diminution  in  their  value,  the  damages  should  be  nominal 
only.  If  the  jury  were  of  opinion  that  there  had  been  any  sensible 
diminution  of  light  sufficient  to  lessen  or  interfere  with  the  use  of  the 
premises,  or  any  part  of  them,  for  the  purpose  of  occupation  or  busi- 
ness, then  the  damages  should  be  substantial,  according  to  the  estimate 
of  the  jury  of  the  diminution  in  value  of  the  premises. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  £50. 

An  order  nisi  had  been  obtained  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that 
the  above  ruling  amounted  to  a  misdirection. 

H.  D.  Greene  and  Lake,  showed  cause. 

A.  Staveley  Hill,  Q.  C.,  supported  the  rule. 

MANISTY,  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  this  order  should  be  discharged. 

The  facts  appear  to  be  as  follows.     The  plaintiff  had  a  building  with 

certain  windows,  through  which  the  light  passed,  and  this  state  of  things 

had  continued  for  such  a  period  of  time  as  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  a 

VOL.  ii.  —  20 
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servitude  as  against  the  defendant,  the  owner  of  the  opposite  premises, 
in  respect  of  such  passage  of  light.  That  servitude  would  appear  to 
be  the  right  to  have  the  light  flow  in  the  same  quantity  as  theretofore 
through  such  windows  uninterfered  with  by  the  defendant.  The  de- 
fendant did  interfere  with  the  flow  of  such  light  injuriously,  and  it  is 
admitted  that  thereupon  a  cause  of  action  arose.  The  question  is  as 
to  what  may  be  the  measure  of  damages  in  respect  of  such  cause  of 
action. 

The  Lord  Chief  Justice  told  the  jury  that  they  might  take  into  con- 
sideration the  character  of  the  neighborhood,  the  use  to  which  the  plain- 
tiff's buildings  were  then  applied,  and  also  the  use  to  which  they  might 
in  future  be  applied.  He  left  it  to  them  to  say,  considering  all  the  ele- 
ments of  the  case,  whether  the  damages  were  substantial  or  merely 
nominal.  The  on!}*  doubt  I  have  is,  whether  the  direction  was  not  too 
favorable  to  the  defendant.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  the  same  quantum  of  light  as  he  had  theretofore  enjoyed,  irre- 
spective of  the  purpose  for  which  he  had  enjo\*ed  it.  Take  this  case  as 
an  illustration.  Suppose  an  upper  room  with  a  window  through  which 
the  light  had  been  accustomed  to  pass  in  a  certain  quantity  and  direc- 
tion. It  might  be  that  for  many  years  that  room  had  been  used  as  a 
bedroom,  to  which  use  the  full  amount  of  light  which  actually  had 
passed  through  the  window  might  not  be  essential.  The  owner  after- 
wards lets  the  room  to  an  artist,  who  makes  a  skylight.  The  light  so 
admitted  vertically,  superadded  to  the  light  before  admitted  horizontally, 
makes  the  room  an  excellent  one  for  the  purposes  of  an  artist's  studio. 
Why  should  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement,  who  had  for  many 
years  been  allowing  a  certain  amount  of  light  to  enter  through  the  win- 
dow, be  entitled  to  object  to  the  alteration  of  the  purpose  for  which  the 
light  was  used?  It  is  really  quite  immaterial  to  him  for  what  purpose 
the  light  is  used.  It  cannot  be,  in  my  opinion,  that  the  servitude  is 
greater  or  less  according  to  the  use  of  the  light  which  is  made  b}-  the 
owner  of  the  dominant  tenement.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  real  ques- 
tion for  the  jury  was  what  the  diminution  in  value  of  the  hereditament 
was  b}*  reason  of  the  interference  with  the  access  of  light,  and  to  ascer- 
tain that,  I  think  that  the}*  were  entitled  to  take  into  consideration  the 
matters  indicated  by  my  Lord's  direction. 

MELLOR,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
direction  of  my  Lord  to  the  jury  was  quite  correct.  With  regard  to 
the  case  of  Martin  v.  Goble,  1  Camp.  320,  I  agree  with  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  in  Aynsley  v.  Glover,  Law  Rep.  18  Eq.  544 ;  10  Ch. 
283,  in  thinking  that  the  actual  mode  of  occupation  of  the  dominant 
tenement  is  not  the  test.  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  test 
applied  by  McDonald,  C.  B.,  in  Martin  v.  Goble  was  not  the  cor- 
rect test.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement 
is  entitled  to  all  the  light  that  has  been  accustomed  to  come  through 
the  particular  aperture  or  window  without  challenge  on  the  part  of  the 
owner  of  the  servient-  tenement.  How  is  the  owner  of  the  servient 


3IOOKE   V.   HALL.  307 

tenement  concerned  with,  or  how  can  he  know  anything  about,  the  mode 
of  occupation  of  the  dominant  tenement  ?  In  Lanfranchi  v.  Mackenzie, 
Law  Rep.  4  Eq.  421,  an  injunction  was  claimed  on  the  ground  that  the 
access  of  light  had  been  so  far  diminished  that  the  room  could  no  longer 
be  used  as  a  sampling  room.  The  injunction  was  refused  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  not  shown  that  the  room  had  been  so  used  for  twenty  3*ears  ; 
and  it  is  said  that  the  Vice-Chancellor  in  that  case  approved  of  the 
views  expressed  in  Martin  v.  Golle.  I  cannot  agree  with  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  that  the  use  of  the  room  as  a  sampling  room  for  twenty 
}-ears  would,  in  any  other  sense,  have  been  material  than  as  a  test  of 
the  amount  of  light  that  had  been  accustomed  to  find  access  to  the  room 
during  those  years.  The  question  what  quantity  of  light  actual!}-  ob- 
tained access  through  the  window  in  respect  of  which  the  prescription 
is  claimed  is  comparatively  simple  ;  but  to  determine  what  the  extent  of 
the  enjo3*ment  had  been,  with  reference  to  the  purpose  for  which  the 
dominant  tenement  had  been  used,  would  require  very  different  evi- 
dence. The  purpose  might  vary  from  time  to  time,  and  there  would  be 
great  difficulty  in  ascertaining  the  quantum  of  enjoyment,  tiled  by  this 
test.  The  light  in  this  case  was  in  fact  enjoyed  for  the  purposes  of  a 
cook's  shop  and  coffee-house  ;  but  the  use  of  it  for  this  purpose  is  not 
the  measure  of  what  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to.  It  is  found  that  there 
is  an  actual  diminution  of  light,  and  so  the  defendant's  counsel  admits 
that  there  must  be  a  verdict  against  him  ;  but  he  complains  of  the  dam- 
ages. For  the  reasons  I  have  given,  I  cannot  think  his  complaint  is 
well  founded.  I  do  not  think  the  present  actual  condition  of  the  prem- 
ises is  the  measure  of  the  amount  of  damage.  In  estimating  the  dam- 
ages you  ought  not,  in  my  opinion,  to  stereotype  the  existing  condition 
of  the  premises,  but  to  calculate  the  reasonable  probabilities  of  a  differ- 
ent application  of  them.  The  jury  have  estimated  those  probabilities, 
and  have  found  a  verdict  for  substantial  damages.  I  have  no  doubt  of 
the  accuracy  of  that  verdict. 

COCKBURN,  C.  J.  The  real  question  appears  to  be  what  the  servitude 
is  to  which  the  servient  tenement  is  subjected.  It  is,  in  my  opinion, 
the  right  to  the  admission  of  a  certain  quantity  of  light  by  reason  of 
certain  apertures  through  which  the  light  has  for  a  certain  period  been 
accustomed  to  obtain  access.  The  question  for  what  purpose  the  owner 
of  the  dominant  tenement  has  thought  fit  to  use  that  light,  to  my  mind, 
has  nothing  to  do  with  the  matter.  To  look  at  the  matter  by  the  light 
of  the  actual  experience  of  life  :  a  man  builds  a  house  or  other  building 
and  opens  a  window  in  it.  Does  the  owner  of  the  tenement  which,  if 
the  use  of  the  window  continues,  will  become  the  servient  tenement 
consider  to  what  purpose  the  light  will  be  applied?  Assuredly  not. 
I  quite  concur  in  thinking  that  Martin  v.  Goble  was  wrongly  de- 
cided. The  matter,  in  my  opinion,  to  be  considered  is,  whether 
there  is  any  diminution  of  light  for  any  purpose  for  which  the  domi- 
nant tenement  may  be  reasonably  considered  available.  The  rooms 
may  now  be  used  as  bedrooms,  —  a  purpose  which  may  not  require  so 
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much  light  as  they  actually  had  received  ;  but  at  any  moment  they  may 
be  put  to  some  other  purpose  requiring  the  full  amount  of  such  light. 
With  regard  to  the  question  of  the  measure  of  damages,  I  apprehend 
that  it  must  be  the  diminution  in  the  value  of  the  premises  by  reason  of 
the  diminution  of  the  light.  The  later  authorities  appear  fully  to  bear 
out  the  view  we  now  take.  Lord  Cranworth,  in  Yates  \.  Jack,  Law 
Rep.  1  Ch.  295,  at  p.  298,  says:  "  The  right  conferred  or  recognized 
by  the  Statute  2  &  3  Wm.  4,  c.  71,  is  an  absolute  indefeasible  right  to 
the  enjoyment  of  the  light,  without  reference  to  the  purpose  for  which  it 
has  been  used."  Vice-Chancellor  Wood,  in  the  subsequent  case  of 
Dent  v.  Auction  Mart  Co.,  Law  Rep.  2  Eq.  238,  took  the  same  view ; 
and  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  the  case  of  Aynsley  \.  Glover,  Law  Rep. 
18  Eq.  544,  at  p.  551,  after  reviewing  all  the  authorities,  says  :  *'  There- 
fore I  think  it  must  be  settled,  or  considered  settled,  at  all  events  in  a 
case  where  a  reversioner  is  a  party,  that  the  mere  change  of  use  of  a 
room  will  not  deprive  the  party  complaining  of  his  right  to  the  access 
of  light ;  and  conversely,  that  in  considering  the  injury  to  the  light  the 
court  is  bound  to  consider  that  the  room  may  be  used  for  some  other 
purpose  than  that  for  which  it  is  used  at  the  moment  when  the  injunc- 
tion is  applied  for."  Apply  the  principle  so  laid  down  to  the  case 
when  the  jury  have  to  estimate  the  damages.  It  is  clear  they  may  con- 
sider future  probabilities  as  to  the  use  of  the  rooms.  They  may  con- 
sider not  only  the  actual  present  use  of  them,  but  any  purpose  to  which 
it  may  reasonably  be  expected  that  in  the  future  they  may  be  appli- 
cable. It  would  be  a  great  injustice  to  the  owner  of  the  dominant  tene- 
ment if  it  were  otherwise.  For  these  reasons  I  think  this  order  must 
be  discharged.  .  n  Order  discharged^ 


F.   Maintenance  and  Repair  of  Easements. 


P^NOTE. 
KINO'S  BENCH.     1508. 
(Reported  Keilw.  98  b,  pi.  4.] 

NOTE  that  FINEUX  [C.  J.]  and  BRUDENELL  [J.].  in  the  King's  Bench, 
were  of  opinion  that  where  I  have  a  lower  house  and  another  has  an 
upper  house  above  my  house,  as  they  are  here  in  London,  in  this  case  I 
can  compel  him  who  has  the  upper  house  to  cover  his  upper  house  so  as 
to  save  the  timbers  of  my  house  ;  and  in  the  same  manner  he  can  compel 

i  Jackson  v.  Newcastle,  33  L.  J.  Ch.  698  (1&&4-),  to  tb»-efi]ee.tthat  an  injunction  to 
restrain  an  obstruction  of  light  will  not  1ip  "Hffig  tftprp.  is  an  actual  use  which  is  inter- 
fered with,  must  be  considered  as  overruled.  Aynsley  v.  Glover,  L.  R.  18  Eq.  544,  548. 
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me  to  maintain  my  lower  house  by  repairing  the  principal  timbers  so  as 
to  save  his  upper  house.  Nota  et  stude.  For  some  at  the  bar  were  of 
opinion  that  I  could  allow  my  lower  house  to  go  to  ruin,  but  all  were 
agreed  that  I  could  not  demolish  my  house  so  as  to  destroy  his  upper 
house.  And  the  way  for  us  to  compel  others  to  support  our  houses,  ut 
supra,  if  the  law  is  so,  is  by  an  action  on  the  case,  &C.1 


POMFRET  v.   RICROFT. 

KING'S  BENCH  AND  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER.     1669,  1671- 
[Reported  1  Saund.  321.] 

COVENANT  :  the  plaintiff  declares  that,  by  indenture  made  between 
them,  the  defendant  had  demised  and  granted  to  the  plaintiff  a  mes- 
suage and  piece  of  land  containing  so  many  feet,  save  and  except  a 
small  piece  of  land  lying  on  the  southwest  corner  thereof,  upon  which  a 
pump  was  standing,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Leonard  Shoreditch  in  Middle- 
sex, and  all  ways,  passages,  &c.,  together  with  the  use  and  occupation 
of  the  pump  in  common  with  the  other  tenants  of  the  defendant  there  ; 
to  have  for  31  years.  And  the  plaintiff  assigns  the  breach,  that  the  de- 
fendant during  the  said  term  did  not  repair  the  pump  ;  but  the  defend- 
ant afterwards,  and  before  the  end  of  the  term,  to  wit,  on  the  29th  day 
of  September  in  the  16th  3'ear  of  the  now  king,  did  permit  the  pump 
to  be  in  decay,  broken,  ruinous,  prostrate,  and  totally  spoiled,  and 
did  also  permit  the  fountain  and  water  of  the  pump  to  be  filled,  choked, 
and  spoiled  with  earth,  mud,  and  rubbish,  for  want  of  repairing  there- 
of by  the  defendant,  and  did  suffer  the  pump  to  remain  so  in  decay, 
broken,  ruinous,  prostrate,  and  spoiled,  and  the  fountain  and  water  of 
the  pump  so  filled,  choked,  and  spoiled,  from  the  said  29th  day  of 
September  in  the  said  16th  year  of  the  now  king  hitherto,  and  the 
same  are  not  repaired,  maintained,  or  amended,  whereby  the  plaintiff, 
could  not,  nor  yet  can,  have  the  use  and  occupation  of  the  pump, 
according  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  said  indenture ;  but  the  plaintiff 
by  reason  thereof  hath,  during  the  whole  time  aforesaid,  totally  lost 
and  been  deprived  of  the  whole  use,  benefit,  and  advantage  of  the 
pump ;  and  so  the  plaintiff  said  that  the  defendant  had  broken  his 
covenant,  to  the  damage.  &c. ;  on  whteh  declaration  the  defendant 
demurred  in  law. 

And  after  argument  by  Simpson  for  the  defendant,  and  Jones  for  the 
plaintiff,  KELYNGE  Chief  Justice,  RAINSFORD  and  MORTON  Justices,  gave 

1  "I  do  not  approve  of  the  case  in  Keihvay,  98  b,  pi.  4,  and  the  law  seems  to  be 
doubtful  in  that  point.  In  Fitz.  N.  B.  127  L.,  there  is  a  writ  to  that  purpose  ;  but  the 
writ  is  grounded  upon  the  custom  of  the  place,  and  not  upon  the  common  law.  And 
there  is  such  a  custom  in  many  places,  and  there  is  no  other  authority  for  it"  Per 
HOLT,  C.  J.,  in  Tenant  v.  Goldwin,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1089,  1093  (1704). 
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judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  action  well  la}'  on  this  ground, 
namely,  that  when  the  use  of  a  thing  is  demised,  and  the  thing  falls  to 
decay,  so  that  the  lessee  cannot  have  the  use  and  benefit  of  it,  he  shall 
have  his  action  of  covenant  therefore  on  the  word  demisit,  which  raises 
a  covenant  in  law.  And  their  reasons  were,  because  the  lessee  him- 
self cannot  repair  it,  not  having  any  interest  either  in  the  pump,  or  in 
the  land  upon  which  it  stands ;  for  it  appears  that  the  land  where  the 
pump  stands  was  specialty  excepted  out  of  the  lease,  so  that  no  inter- 
est therein  passed  to  the  lessee  who  is  the  plaintiff.  If  then  the  lessor 
will  not  repair  it,  he  not  only  avoids  his  own  grant,  but  the  lessee  will 
also  be  deprived  of  the  benefit  which  he  ought  to  have,  and  which  per- 
haps induced  him  to  give  a  greater  fine  or  rent  for  a  lease  of  his  house  ; 
and  yet  he  cannot  help  himself,  but  will  be  wholly  without  remedy 
unless  this  action  of  covenant  lies.  And  the}*  put  the  case,  that  if  a 
man  grants  by  deed  a  watercourse,  now  if  the  grantor  stops  it,  the 
grantee  shall  have  an  action  of  covenant  against  him.  So  if  a  lease  be 
made  of  a  house  and  estovers,  and  the  lessor  destroy  all  the  wood  out 
of  which  the  estovers  were  to  be  taken,  the  lessee  shall  have  an  action 
of  covenant  against  the  lessor.  So,  by  Rainsford,  if  a  man  demise  In- 
deed a  middle  room  in  a  house,  and  afterwards  will  not  repair  the  roof, 
whereby  the  lessee  cannot  enjoy  the  middle  room,  an  action  of  cove- 
nant lies  for  him  against  his  lessor.  Wherefore  they  held  that  the 
plaintiff  should  have  judgment. 

TWYSDEN,  Justice,  contra,  totis  viribus,  and  that  the  action  here  does 
not  lie.  But  he  agreed  to  the  cases  above  put,  that  where  a  man  grants 
a  watercourse  and  afterwards  stops  it,  or  demises  a  house  and  estovers 
and  afterwards  destroys  the  wood,  in  such  cases  the  party  grieved 
shall  have  his  remedy  by  action  of  covenant ;  for  these  are  wilful  acts 
of  the  lessor  or  grantor,  and  it  is  a  misfeasance  in  him  to  annul  or 
avoid  his  own  grant.  But  in  this  case  there  is  no  misfeasance,  but 
only  a  nonfeasance,  for  which  no  action  lies.  As  in  the  case  where  I 
grant  a  way  over  my  land,  I  shall  not  be  bound  to  repair  it,  but  if  I 
voluntarily  stop  it,  an  action  lies  against  me  for  the  misfeasance ;  but 
for  the  bare  nonfeasance,  viz.,  in  not  repairing  it  when  it  is  out  of  re- 
pair, no  action  at  all  lies.  But  if  any  action  had  been  maintainable,  he 
said,  that  it  would  be  rather  an  action  upon  the  case  than  action  of 
covenant.  As  if  the  lessor  enter  upon  the  lands  leased,  and  cut  down 
the  timber  trees  and  carry  them  away,  whereby  the  lessee  will  lose  the 
loppings  and  shade  of  them,  he  cannot  have  covenant,  though  he  may 
have  an  action  of  trespass,  or  upon  the  case,  for  his  special  damage. 
And  he  further  said,  that  covenant  does  not  lie  but  for  an  actual  ouster 
of  the  land  demised,  and  in  such  action  the  possession  shall  be  recov- 
ered as  in  an  ejectment.  Fitz.  Covenant,  23;  Judgment,  177.  And 
he  further  held  that  in  this  case  the  plaintiff  himself  being  the  lessee 
might  have  repaired  the  pump ;  for  although  neither  the  soil  itself  nor 
the  pump  be  granted  to  him,  yet  by  the  grant  of  the  use  of  the  pump 
the  law  has  given  to  him  this  liberty  ;  for  when  the  use  of  a  thiny  is 
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granted,  every  thing  is  granted  by  which  the  grantee  may  have  and 
enjoy  such  use.  As  if  a  man  gives  me  a  license  to  lay  pipes  of  lead  in 
bis  land  to  convey  water  to  my  cistern,  I  may  afterwards  enter  and  dig 
the  land  to  mend  the  pipes,  though,  the  soil  belongs  to  another  and  not 
to  me. 

But  notwithstanding  his  opinion,  which  was  much  the  better  one,  as  I 
thought,  judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiff  as  above,  &c.  And  after- 
wards, namely,  Hil.  22  &  23  Car.  2,  the  judgment  was  reversed  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber  by  VAUGHAN,  Chief  Justice  of  the  Bench,  HALE, 
Chief  Baron,  TURNER,  ARCHER,  WYLD,  and  LITTLETON,  una  voce,  for  the 
matter  in  law  only,  for  the  reasons  of  TWYSDEN  above  mentioned.  And 
HALE  said,  that  if  I  lend  a  piece  of  plate,  and  covenant  by  deed  that  the 
party  to  whom  it  is  lent  shall  have  the  use  of  it,  yet  if  the  plate  be  worn 
out  by  ordinary  use  and  wearing  without  my  fault,  no  action  of  cove- 
nant lies  against  me. 


ANONYMOUS. 
KING'S  BENCH.     1702. 

[Reported  11  Mod.  7.] 

FIRST,  if  a  lessee  for  years  build  a  house  on  the  premises  leased,  it  is 
waste  ;  and  if  he  let  it  fall,  it  is  a  new  waste. 

Secondly,  if  a  man  has  an  upper  room,  an  action  lies  against  him  by 
one  who  has  an  under  room,  to  compel  him  to  repair  his  roof.  And  so 
•where  a  man  has  a  ground  room,  they  over  him  ma}'  have  an  action  to 
compel  him  to  keep  up  and  maintain  his  foundation. 

Sed  qucere :  For  if  a  man  build  a  new  house  under  the  roof  of  an  old 
house  which  is  ready  to  tumble,  Whether  he  shall  have  a  writ  de  repa- 
ratione  facienda?  because  debet  et  solet  or  consuevit  are  necessary 
words  in  the  declaration.  1  Vent.  274.  And  Dent  v.  Oliver,  Cro.  Jac. 
43,  122,  where  a  man  may  have  an  action  to  charge  a  terre-tenant,  he 
must  lay  a  debet  et  solet,  and  show  a  title. 

HOLT,  Chief  Justice,  said,  that  every  man  of  common  right  ought  so 
to  support  his  own  house,  as  that  it  may  not  be  an  annoyance  to  another 
man's. 

But  POWELL,  Justice,  put  this  case :  Suppose  a  man  make  a  vault, 
and  build  a  wall  thereto,  and  then  his  neighbor  makes  a  cellar  adjoin- 
ing to  the  vault,  which  is  damaged  by  a  default  in  the  wall  of  the  vault, 
he  thought  that  the  owner  of  the  cellar  might  well  have  an  action  : 

Which  HOLT,  Chief  Justice,  denied ;  for  by  him,  before  the  party 
could  entitle  himself  to  an  action  in  that  case,  he  ought  first  to  build  a 
wall  to  his  cellar,  as  well  as  the  other  to  his  vault ;  otherwise  he  ought 
not  to  have  any  benefit  from  the  first  wall ;  unless  it  be  indeed  agreed, 
that  he  shall  contribute  to  the  repair  of  it,  &c.  Suppose  a  man  has  a 
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vacant  piece  of  ground,  and  builds  a  house  upon  part  of  it,  and  then 
sells  the  rest,  the  vendee  cannot  build  so  as  to  stop  up  any  lights  in  the 
first  house,  but  must  take  the  ground  subject  to  the  encumbrance  of  the 
former  lights.1 


LORING   v.  BACON. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1808. 
[Reported  4  Mass.  575.] 

ASSUMPSIT  for  labor  and  materials  employed  in  repairing  the  defend- 
ant's house,  and  for  money  laid  out  and  expended.  The  cause  was 
submitted  to  the  opinion  of  the  court,  without  argument,  upon  an 
agreed  statement  of  facts,  the  material  parts  of  which  are  recited  iu 
the  following  opinion  of  the  court  as  delivered  by 

PARSONS,  C.  J.  The  plaintiff  declares  in  case  upon  several  promises. 
The  first  count  is  indebitatus  assumpsit  in  the  sum  of  eighty  dollars, 
according  to  the  account  annexed  to  the  writ,  the  items  of  which  are 
for  timber,  boards,  shingles,  nails,  and  labor,  and  victualling  the  work- 
men. The  second  count  is  a  quantum  meruit  for  the  same  items, 
technically  supposed  to  be  different,  but'  similar.  The  third  count  is 
a  general  indebitatus  assumpsit  for  eighty  dollars  laid  out  and 
expended. 

The  facts  being  agreed  by  the  parties,  the  question  of  law  comes 
before  the  court  on  a  case  stated.  From  this  case,  it  appears  that  the 
defendant  is  seised  in  fee  simple  of  a  room  on  the  lower  floor  of  a 
dwelling-house,  and  of  the  cellar  under  it;  and  that  the  plaintiff  is 
seised  in  fee  of  a  chamber  over  it,  and  of  the  remainder  of  the  house  ; 
that  the  roof  of  the  house  was  so  out  of  repair,  that,  unless  repaired,  no 
part  of  the  house  could  be  comfortably  occupied ;  that  the  defendant, 
though  seasonably  requested  by  the  plaintiff,  refused  to  join  with  him 
in  repairing  it;  and  the  plaintiff  then  made  the  necessary  repairs,  and 
has  brought  this  action  to  recover  damages  for  her  refusal  to  join  in  the 
repairs.  It  is  also  agreed  that  the  parties  had  from  time  to  time  re- 
paired their  respective  parts  of  the  house  at  their  several  expense. 
And  the  question  submitted  to  the  court  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  can 
recover  in  this  action. 

This  is  an  action  of  the  first  impression.  No  express  promise  is  ad- 
mitted ;  but  if  there  is  a  legal  obligation  on  the  defendant  to  contribute 
to  these  repairs,  the  law  will  imply  a  promise. 

We  have  no  Statute,  nor  any  usage  upon  this  subject,  and  must  apply 
to  the  common  law  to  guide  us. 

Although,  in  the  case,  the  parties  consider  themselves  as  severally 

i  See  Cubitt  v.  Porter,  8  B.  &  C.  257,  ante,  p.  203  ;  Standard  Bank  v.  Stokes  9 
Ch.  D.  68  j  Leigh  v.  Dickeson,  12  Q.  B.  D.  194. 
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seised  of  different  parts  of  one  dwelling-house,  yet,  in  legal  contempla- 
tion, each  of  the  parties  has  a  distinct  dwelling-house  adjoining  together, 
the  one  being  situated  over  the  other.  The  lower  room  and  the  cellar 
are  the  dwelling-house  of  the  defendant ;  the  chamber,  roof,  and  other 
parts  of  the  edifice,  are  the  plaintiff's  dwelling-house.  And,  in  this 
action,  it  appears  that,  having  repaired  his  own  house,  he  calls  upon 
her  to  contribute  to  the  expense,  because  his  house  is  so  situated  that 
she  derives  a  benefit  from  his  repairs,  and  would  have  suffered  a  dam- 
age, if  he  had  not  repaired. 

Upon  a  very  full  research  into  the  principles  and  maxims  of  the 
common  law,  we  cannot  find  that  any  remedy  is  provided  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Houses  for  the  habitation,  and  mills  for  the  support,  of  man,  are  of 
high  consideration  at  common  law ;  and  when  holden  in  common  or 
joint-tenancy,  remedies  are  provided  against  those  tenants,  who  refuse 
to  join  in  necessary  reparation,  by  the  writ  de  reparations  facienda,  Co. 
Lit.  200  b ;  Fitz.  295.  In  Co.  Lit.  56  b,  it  is  said  that,  if  a  man  has  a 
house  so  near  to  the  house  of  his  neighbor,  and  he  suffers  it  to  be  so 
ruinous  that  it  is  like  to  fall  on  his  neighbor's  house,  he  may  have  a 
writ  de  domo  reparanda,  and  compel  him  to  repair  his  house.  In 
Keilway,  98  b,  pi.  4,  there  is  a  case  reported,  in  the  time  of  Henry  the 
Eighth,  in  which  Fineux  and  Brudenell,  justices  of  the  King's  Bench, 
were  of  opinion  that  if  a  man  have  a  house  underneath,  and  another 
have  a  house  over  it,  as  is  the  case  in  London,  the  owner  of  the  first 
house  ma}'  compel  the  other  to  cover  his  house,  to  preserve  the  tim- 
bers of  the  house  underneath ;  and  so  may  the  owner  of  the  house 
above  compel  the  other  to  repair  the  timbers  of  his  house  below  ;  and 
this  by  action  of  the  case.  But  some  of  the  bar  were  of  opinion  that 
the  owner  of  the  house  underneath  might  suffer  it  to  fall ;  j-et  all  agreed 
that  he  could  not  pull  it  down  to  destroy  the  house  above.  And  in 
Fitz.  N.  B.  296,  there  is  a  writ  of  this  kind.  But  in  the  case  of  Tenant 
v.  Goldwln,  6  Mod.  314,  Lord  Holt  was  of  opinion  that  this  .writ  was 
by  virtue  of  a  particular  custom,  and  not  of  the  common  law;  and  he 
doubted  the  case  in  Keilway. 

But  there  is  unquestionably  a  writ  at  common  law  de  domo  repa- 
randa, the  form  of  which  we  have  in  Fitz.  N.  B.  295,  in  which  A.  is 
commanded  to  repair  a  certain  house  of  his  in  N.,  which  is  in  danger  of 
falling,  to  the  nuisance  of  the  freehold  of  B.  in  the  same  town,  and 
which  A.  ought,  and  hath  been  used,  to  repair,  &c.  This  writ,  Fitz- 
herbert  says,  lies,  when  a  man,  who  has  a  house  adjoining  to  the  house 
of  his  neighbor,  suffers  his  house  to  lie  in  deca}',  to  the  annoyance  of 
his  neighbor's  house.  And  if  the  plaintiff  recover,  he  shall  have  his 
damages ;  and  it  shall  be  awarded  that  the  defendant  repair,  and  that 
he  be  restrained  until  he  do  it.  But  it  is  otherwise  in  an  action  of  the 
case ;  for  there  the  plaintiff  can  recover  damages  only.  And  there 
appears  no  reasonable  cause  of  distinction  in  the  cases,  whether  a 
house  adjoin  to  another  on  one  side,  or  above,  or  underneath  it. 
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But  if  the  case  in  Keilway  is  law,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover ;  for  by 
that  case  the  defendant  could  have  compelled  the  plaintiff  to  repair  his 
house,  or  compensate  her  in  damages  for  the  injury  she  had  sustained 
from  his  neglect  to  repair  it.  And  he  has  the  like  remedy  against  her. 

If  the  case  in  Keilway  is  not  law,  then,  upon  analogy  to  the  writ  at 
common  law,  the  plaintiff  cannot  compel  the  defendant  to  contribute  to 
his  expenses  in  repairing  his  own  house.  But  if  his  house  be  consid- 
ered as  adjoining  to  hers,  she  might  have  sued  an  action  of  the  case 
against  him,  if  he  had  suffered  his  house  to  remain  in  decay  to  the 
annoyance  of  her  house. 

In  every  view  of  this  case,  there  is  no  legal  ground  on  which  the 
plaintiffs  action  can  be  supported.  We  do  not  now  decide  on  the 
authority  due  to  the  case  in  Keilway;  but  if  an  action  on  the  case 
should  come  before  us,  founded  on  that  report,  it  will  deserve  a  further 
and  full  consideration.  The  plaintiff  must  be  called.1 

Bidwell,  Attorney-General,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Sproat,  for  the  defendant. 


CAMPBELL   y.   MESIER. 

COURT  OF  CHANCERY  OF  NEW  YORK.     1820. 

[Reported  4  John.  Ch.  334.] 

THE  CHANCELLOR.2  From  the  proof  in  this  case,  it  is  manifest,  that 
the  wall  in  question  was  a  party  wall,  in  which  the  owners  of  the  two 
houses  and  lots  had  an  equal  interest.  All  the  witnesses  who  examined 
the  lots  and  houses,  and  have  expressed  any  opinion  on  the  subject, 
unite  in  establishing  that  fact.  Three  of  the  witnesses  were  master 
builders  or  masons,  and  skilled  in  questions  and  observations  of  that 
kind.  It  is,  also,  a  fact,  equally  well  ascertained,  that  this  party  wall, 
in  1803,  when  it  was  taken  down  by  the  plaintiff,  was  in  a  state  of 
ruin  and  decay,  and  dangerous,  and  utterly  incapable  of  being  partially 
cut  down.  It  was  impossible  for  the  plaintiff  to  rebuild  on  his  lot  with- 
out taking  down  that  whole  party  wall  to  the  foundation.  The  plaintiff 
had  the  wall  examined  in  April,  1803,  by  the  cit}'  surveyor,  and  a 
master  carpenter  and  mason,  and  they  united  in  a  certificate,  that  the 
wall  was  unfit  to  stand,  and  incapable  of  being  repaired,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  could  not  build  on  his  lot  with  safety,  without  taking  it 
down.  This  certificate  was  served  upon  the  defendant  Mesier,  as 
agent  for  his  father,  the  then  owner,  with  a  proposition  from  the  plain- 
tiff, that  the  owners  should  unite  in  the  expense  of  rebuilding  the  wall. 
The  answer  to  this  proposition  contained  a  refusal  to  have  the  wall 
taken  down,  or  to  unite  in  the  expense  of  rebuilding  it,  and  forbidding 

1  So  Ottumwa  Lodge  v.  Lewis,  34  Iowa,  67. 
3  The  opinion  states  the  case. 
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the  plaintiff  to  pull  down  or  injure  the  wall,  under  the  pain  of  being  re 
sponsible  as  a  trespasser.  The  wall  was  taken  down,  and  a  new  wall 
rebuilt  by  the  plaintiff,  on  the  site  of  the  old  one,  with  all  reasonable 
care  and  diligence ;  and  the  question  now  is,  whether  the  defendant 
Mesier,  as  heir  and  devisee  of  the  original  owner,  who  sold  the  lot  to 
the  other  defendant,  after  the  new  wall  was  erected,  ought  not  to  be 
held  to  contribution  for  a  moiety  of  the  expense. 

I  have  not  found  any  adjudged  case  in  point,  but  it  appears  to  me, 
that  this  case  falls  within  the  reason  and  equit}-  of  the  doctrine  of  con- 
tribution, which  exists  in  the  common  law,  and  is  bottomed  and  fixed 
on  general  principles  of  justice.  In  Sir  William  .Barber? s  Case,  3  Co. 
11,  and  in  Bro.  Abr.  tit.  Suite  and  Contribution,  many  cases  of  contri- 
bution are  put,  and  the  doctrine  rests  on  the  principle,  that  where  the 
parties  stand  in  equalijwe,  the  law  requires  equality,  which  is  equity, 
and  one  of  them  shall  not  be  obliged  to  bear  the  burden  in  ease  of  the 
rest.  It  is  stated  in  F.  N.  B.  162  b,  that  the  writ  of  contribution  lies 
where  there  are  tenants  in  common,  or  who  jointlj"  hold  a  mill,  pro 
indiviso,  and  take  the  profits  equally,  and  the  mill  falls  into  deca}',  and 
one  of  them  will  not  repair  the  mill.  The  form  of  a  writ  is  given,  to 
compel  the  other  to  be  contributory  to  the  reparations.  In  Sir  William 
Harbert's  Case,  it  was  resolved,  that  "when  land  was  charged  by  any 
tie,  the  charge  ought  to  be  equal,  and  one  should  not  bear  all  the  bur- 
den, and  the  law,  on  this  point,  was  grounded  in  great  equit3\"  Lord 
Coke  illustrates  the  rule  of  law  requiring  equity,  and,  consequently, 
contribution,  by  a  case  from  11  Hen.  VII.,  and  in  reference  to  this 
most  just  and  reasonable  doctrine  of  contribution,  he  breaks  out  into  an 
animated  eulogy  on  the  common  law,  as  being  "the  perfection  of  rea- 
son, and  not  according  to  any  private  or  sudden  conceit  or  opinion." 
The  doctrine  of  contribution  is  founded,  not  on  contract,  but  on  the 
principle,  that  equality  of  burden,  as  to  a  common  right,  is  equity  ;  and 
the  solidity  and  necessity  of  this  doctrine  were  forcibly  and  learnedly 
illustrated  b}-  Lord  Chief  Baron  Eyre,  in  the  case  of  Dering  v.  Earl  of 
Winchelsea,  1  Cox's  Cases,  318  ;  2  Bos.  &  Pull.  270,  s.  c. 

In  the  case  before  me,  the  parties  had  equality  of  right  and  interest 
in  the  party  wall,  and  it  became  absolutely  necessary  to  have  it  rebuilt. 
It  was  for  the  equal  benefit  of  the  owners  of  both  houses,  and  the  plain- 
tiff ought  not  to  be  left  to  bear  the  whole  burden.  The  inconvenience 
of  the  repair  was  inevitable,  and  as  small  and  as  temporary  as  the 
nature  of  the  case  admitted.  This  is  the  amount  of  the  proof.  The 
case  of  the  mill,  stated  in  Fitzherbert,  is  analogous,  and  no  reason 
applies  to  the  one  case,  but  what  will  equally  apply  to  the  other.  In 
England,  the  Statute  of  14  Geo.  III.  c.  78,  has  made  special  and  very 
ample  provision  on  this  subject  in  respect  to  houses  and  partition  walls 
in  the  city  of  London ;  but  in  the  absence  of  Statute  regulation,  we  are 
obliged  to  call  up  and  apply  the  principles  of  the  common  law.  As  was 
observed  by  Ch.  B.  Eyre,  the  doctrine  of  equality  operates  more  effect- 
ually in  this  court  than  in  a  court  of  law.  There  is  more  difficulty  in 
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enforcing  contribution  at  law,  and  this  was  felt  in  the  case  in  Coke. 
There  the  parties  were  put  to  their  audita  querela,  or  scire  facias. 
Contribution  depends  rather  upon  a  principle  of  equity,  than  upon  con- 
tract. The  obligation  arises  not  from  agreement,  but  from  the  nature 
of  the  relation,  or  quasi  ex  contractu  ;  and  as  far  as  courts  of  law  have, 
in  modern  times,  assumed  jurisdiction  upon  this  subject,  it  is,  as  Lord 
Eldon  said,  14  Ves.  164,  upon  the  ground  of  an  implied  assumpsit. 
The  decision  at  law,  stated  in  the  pleadings,  may,  therefore,  have  arisen 
from  the  difficulty  of  deducing  a  valid  contract  from  the  case ;  that 
difficulty  does  not  exist  in  this  court,  because  we  do  not  look  to  a  con- 
tract, but  to  the  equity  of  the  case,  as  felt  and  recognized,  according 
to  Lord  Coke,  in  every  age,  by  the  judges  and  sages  of  the  law. 

Papinian,  Dig.  17,  2,  52,  10,  states  it  as  a  rule  of  the  civil  law,  that 
if  one  part  owner  of  a  house  in  decay,  repairs  it  at  his  own  expense, 
upon  the  refusal  of  the  others  to  unite  in  the  expense,  he  can  compel 
them  to  contribute  their  proportion,  with  interest,  or  upon  their  default, 
at  the  end  of  four  months,  the  house,  at  his  election,  becomes  his  sole 
property.  This  unreasonable  penalty,  or  forfeiture,  has,  in  modern 
times,  gone  into  disuse,  but  the  claim  to  contribution  remains.  Voet 
ad  Pand.  h.  t.  sec.  13. 

The  rules  and  doctrines  of  the  French  law,  may  be  referred  to  by 
way  of  illustration,  and  to  show  the  prevailing  equity  and  justice  of  the 
rule  of  contribution,  in  respect  to  party  walls. 

A  common,  or  party  wall,  by  that  law,  is,  when  it  has  been  built  at 
common  expense,  or  if  built  by  one  party,  when  the  other  has  acquired 
a  common  right  to  it.  Every  wall  of  separation  between  two  buildings, 
is  presumed  to  be  a  common  or  party  wall,  if  the  contrary  be  not  shown  ; 
and  this  is  not  only  a  rule  of  positive  ordinance,  but  is  a  principle  of 
ancient  law.  Code  Civil,  No.  653  ;  Fournel,  Traite  de  Voisinage,  edit. 
1812,  torn.  2,  217;  Pothier's  Contrat  de  Societe,  Premiere  Appendice, 
No.  199,  203.  If  the  common  wall  be  in  a  state  of  ruin,  and  requires 
to  be  rebuilt,  one  party  can  compel  the  other,  by  action,  to  contribute 
to  the  expense  of  rebuilding  it ;  but  the  necessity  of  the  reparation  must 
be  established  by  the  judgment  of  men  skilled  in  the  business,  and  made 
on  due  previous  notice ;  and  if  the  new  wall  is  made  wider  or  higher, 
&c.,  the  part)'  building  it  must  bear  the  extra  expense.  Pothier,  vbi 
sup.,  No.  214-222;  Fournel,  ubi  sup.,  pp.  236,  237,  239,  242;  Code 
Civil,  No.  655. 

The  customs  of  Paris  and  of  Orleans,  have  special  and  minute  regu- 
lations on  this  subject;  and  the  previous  view  and  judgment  of  skilful 
men,  and  the  judicial  process  in  these  cases,  to  ascertain  the  state  of  the 
wall,  and  to  compel  contribution,  resemble  the  provisions  of  the  Stat- 
ute of  13  Geo.  III.  in  respect  to  the  city  of  London.  Either  neighbor 
may,  in  certain  cases,  discharge  himself  from  the  duty  of  contribution, 
by  abandoning  entirety  his  right  in  the  middle  wall  (Fournel,  torn.  1, 
p.  2  ;  Code  Civil,  No.  656)  ;  and  there  is  another  principle  in  the  French 
law,  which  applies  directly  against  the  claim  set  up  on  the  part  of  the 
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defendant  Mesier  to  damages  for  the  annoyance  of  the  repairs.  "  If 
I,  necessarih',"  says  Pothier,  "  deprive  my  neighbor  of  the  profits  of  his 
business  arising  from  the  use  of  his  side  of  the  wall,  during  the  time  of 
the  repair  of  the  party-wall,  I  am  not  bound  to  indemnify  him  for  his 
loss,  because  I  am  only  in  the  exercise  of  a  lawful  right,  unless  I  con- 
sume unnecessary  time  in  the  reconstruction  of  the  wall." 

In  the  present  case,  the  defendant  M.  had  not  previous  notice  of  the 
examination  of  the  wall,  in  April,  1803.  It  was  altogether  ex  parte. 
But  the  defendant,  in  his  answer,  put  himself  upon  the  denial  of  the 
right  of  the  plaintiff,  and  refused  absolutel}'  to  unite  in  a  friendly 
arrangement.  The  ruinous  state  of  the  wall,  and  the  necessity  of  tak- 
ing it  down,  and  the  character  of  the  wall  as  a  common  or  party  wall,  de- 
pended then  upon  the  proof  to  be  exhibited  in  the  cause ;  and,  in  all 
these  respects,  the  plaintiff  has  supported  the  charges  in  his  bill,  and 
the  defendants  have  failed  in  proof  to  the  contra^.  But  the  estimate 
of  the  expense  furnished  by  the  plaintiff,  does  not  discriminate  between 
the  expense  of  the  wall  up  to  the  former  height,  and  up  to  the  height 
to  which  the  new  wall  was  carried  by  the  plaintiff ;  and  on  this  point  a 
reference  may  be  necessary. 

The  materials  of  the  new  wall  were  better  than  those  of  the  former 
wall,  but  they  were  such  as  are  usual,  and  proper,  and  beneficial,  and 
they  were  of  the  same  nature.  If  the  new  materials  had  been  of  a 
different  and  unusual  kind,  such  as  marble,  for  instance,  then,  undoubt- 
edly, the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  borne  the  extra  expense  of  the  new  and 
rare  materials,  and  this,  according  to  Pothier,  is  the  rule  in  the  French 
law. 

I  am  very  forcibty  struck  with  the  equity  of  the  demand.  The  houses 
on  each  side  of  the  lot  were  old  and  almost  untenable  ;  and  it  would  be 
the  height  of  injustice  to  den}*  to  the  plaintiff  the  right  of  pulling  down 
such  a  common  wall,  and  of  erecting  a  new  one  suitable  to  the  value  of 
the  lot,  in  the  most  crowded  part  of  a  commercial  city.  It  would  be 
equally  unjust  to  oblige  him  to  do  it  at  his  exclusive  expense,  when  the 
lot  of  the  defendant  was  equally  benefited  by  the  erection,  and  much 
enhanced  in  value.  Persons  who  own  lots  in  the  midst  of  a  populous 
city,  must,  and  ought  to  submit  to  the  law  of  vicinage,  which  applies 
to  such  cases,  and  flows  from  such  relations. 

I  shall,  accordingly,  declare,  that  the  wall  in  question  was  a  party 
wall ;  that  it  was  ruinous  ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  exercise  of  a 
lawful  right  when  he  took  it  down  and  erected  a  new  one  ;  and  that  the 
defendant  M.,  as  heir  and  devisee  of  his  father,  P.  M.  (and  it  is  ad- 
mitted in  the  answer  that  for  the  purpose  of  this  case,  he  represents  his 
father),  ought  to  contribute  ratably  to  the  expense  of  the  new  wall, 
and  that  a  reference  be  had  to  ascertain  the  amount. 

Decree  accordingly.1 

Wells  and  C.  Baldwin,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Slosson,  for  the  defendants. 

1  See  Sanders  v.  Martin,  2  Lea,  213. 
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PRESCOTT  v.  WHITE. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1838. 
[Reported  21  Pick.  341.] 

TRESPASS  quare  clausum  for  entering  and  digging  out  the  raceway 
from  the  defendant's  mill,  where  it  runs  through  the  plaintiffs  land. 
Trial  before  Morton,  J. 

The  judge  instructed  the  jury,  that  the  defendant,  as  owner  of  an  an- 
cient mill  above,  and  an  artificial  raceway  as  appurtenant  to  or  con- 
nected with  it,  had  the  incidental  right  to  enter  upon  the  plaintiffs  land 
and  clear  out  the  raceway  in  the  ordinary  and  usual  method,  and  to  throw 
the  materials  so  cleared  out,  upon  the  banks  of  the  same,  doing  no 
unnecessary  damage. 

No  evidence  was  introduced  of  the  defendant  or  the  former  pro- 
prietor of  the  mill  ever  having  cleared  out  the  raceway  or  ever  having 
entered  for  that  purpose. 

The  plaintiff  objected  to  the  ruling  of  the  judge ;  and  if  it  was 
erroneous,  the  verdict,  which  was  for  the  defendant,  was  to  be  set 
aside  and  a  new  trial  granted. 

Mann  and  Clarke,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Simmons  and  Gushing,  for  the  defendant. 

SHAW,  C.  J.,  afterwards  drew  up  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

As  we  understand  the  direction  of  the  judge,  we  are  of  opinion  that  it 
was  correct.  There  is  a  slight  ambiguitj-  in  the  report  of  the  instruction 
to  the  jur}*.  It  was  taken  for  granted,  and  it  seems  to  have  been  so  un- 
derstood at  the  argument,  that  the  usual  and  ordinary  method  of  clear- 
ing put  similar  raceways  in  the  country,  is  to  pass  over  the  grounds 
through  which  such  raceways  are  conducted,  and  remove  that  portion 
of  material  which  has  fallen  into  it  and  place  it  upon  the  adjoining  bank. 
The  effect  therefore  of  the  rule  adopted  by  the  judge  and  applied  to  the 
actual  circumstances  of  this  case  was,  that  where  one  is  the  owner  of 
an  ancient  mill,  to  which  there  has  been  attached  a  racewa}-,  being  an 
artificial  canal  for  conducting  off  the  water  from  the  mill,  and  without 
the  free  and  unobstructed  current  of  which  the  mill  could  not  be  worked, 
and  such  canal  has  from  time  immemorial  passed  through  the  land  of 
another,  and  there  is  no  grant  or  contract  regulating  the  rights  of  the 
parties,  the  owner  of  the  mill  has  a  right  to  enter  upon  the  land  through 
which  the  raceway  passes,  and  to  clear  out  the  obstructions  therefrom, 
in  the  usual  and  ordinary  mode  in  which  such  canals  are  cleansed,  do- 
ing no  unnecessary  damage,  and  that  if  the  defendant  had  so  done,  it 
would  have  been  a  good  justification  for  entering  the  plaintiff's  land  and 
clearing  out  the  raceway. 
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In  the  first  place  it  must  be  taken,  according  to  established  rules 
of  the  law,  that  the  run  of  such  a  canal  through  the  land  of  another, 
for  the  time  stated,  is  evidence  of  an  antecedent  grant  from  the  owner 
of  the  land  to  the  owner  of  the  mill,  to  construct  and  keep  such  a 
canal,  and  to  make  the  beneficial  use  of  it  for  which  it  was  obviously 
intended. 

It  must  be  also  taken  as  an  inference  of  law,  in  the  absence  of  a 
grant  or  contract,  that  the  party  who  enjoys  the  benefit  of  the  ease- 
ment is  to  keep  it  in  repair.  Taylor  v.  Whitehead,  2  Doug.  744. 
When  the  use  of  a  thing  is  granted,  everything  is  granted  by  which  it 
ma}'  be  enjoyed.  Pomfret  v.  Ricroft,  1  Wms.  Saund.  323,  and  note 
6.  It  follows  as  a  necessary  consequence,  that  the  non-appearing  grant 
carried  with,  it  to  the  grantee  the  right  to  do  all  necessary  and  proper 
acts  to  keep  the  racewa}-  in  a  condition  fit  for  the  purposes  for  which  it 
was  intended.  If  it  passes  through  the  grantor's  land,  it  carries  an  im- 
plied authority  and  license  to  enter  upon  the  land  to  examine  and  clear 
the  canal  in  a  reasonable  and  proper  manner,  and  of  what  is  reasonable, 
the  usual  and  customary  mode  is  good  evidence. 

As  to  placing  the  materials  taken  from  the  bed  of  the  stream,  on  the 
adjoining  bank,  the  right  and  the  duty  to  do  so  ma}'  depend  upon  cir- 
cumstances. If  the  canal  is  walled  up,  and  the  stones  have  fallen  in, 
it  would  seem  to  be  the  right  and  the  duty  of  the  mill-owner,  in  remov- 
ing the  stones  from  the  bed  of  the  raceway,  to  replace  them  on  the  wall 
of  the  ditch.  If  the  material  be  soil,  which  has  fallen  from  the  adjoin- 
ing bank,  and  which  may  be  useful  or  beneficial  to  the  owner  of  the 
land,  for  the  purpose  of  enriching  the  soil  or  otherwise,  it  would  be  the 
duty  of  the  mill-owner  to  place  it  on  the  bank  for  his  use.  But  if  it  be 
material  not  useful  or  beneficial,  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  mill-owner 
to  remove  it  off  the  land  in  a  1'easonable  time,  and  in  a  manner  least 
prejudicial  to  the  owner  of  the  land. 

We  consider  that  this  rule  would  not  apply  to  a  case,  where  the  mill- 
owner  owns  the  land  upon  either  side  of  the  mill-race ;  there  he  may 
make  use  of  his  own  land,  and  no  grant  from  the  owner  will  be  pre- 
sumed, being  not  necessary  to  the  use  of  his  mill. 

Nor  will  it  apph'  to  a  case,  where  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  this  re- 
gard, are  regulated  b}r  an}-  express  grant  or  contract. 

Nor  will  it  apph'  to  cases,  where  another  and  different  mode  of  keep- 
ing such  racewa}T  clear  of  obstruction,  has  for  a  long  time  been  used 
and  practised. 

We  consider  the  incidental  right  of  entering  to  keep  the  race  clear  of 
obstructions  where  it  passes  another's  land,  to  arise  from  the  principle 
of  presumed  grant,  and  the  terms,  limitations  and  extent  of  such  grant, 
must  be  determined  from  the  obvious  purposes  for  which  the  easement 
is  designed,  and  to  which  it  is  adapted,  and  upon  the  manner  in  which 
it  has  been  in  fact  used  in  past  time,  if  any  such  use  has  been  shown. 

But  we  do  not  consider  it  necessaiy  for  the  defendant  to  show  actual 
previous  entries  and  clearings,  to  establish  the  right,  because  no  such 
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clearing  ma}*  have  been  necessary,  within  time  of  memory.  But  in  the 
absence  of  such  instances  of  actual  entry  and  clearing,  the  obvious 
necessity  and  fitness  of  doing  so,  in  order  to  enjoy  the  principal  right 
granted,  must  be  proved,  from  which  a  grant  of  the  incidental  privilege 
may  be  inferred.  Motion  for  a  new  trial  overruled.1 


PIERCE  v.  DYER. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  or  MASSACHUSETTS.     1872. 
[Reported  109  Mass.  374.] 

TORT.  Writ  dated  September  18,  1871.  The  first  count  of  the 
declaration  alleged  "  that  the  plaintiffs  are,  and  were  prior  to  the 
year  1870  and  the  defendant's  tenure  herein  referred  to,  owners  of  a 
dwelling-house  situated  in  Truro  in  this  Commonwealth,  and  the  defend- 
ant has  been,  to  wit,  since  the  year  1862,  owner  and  possessor  of  a 
house  adjoining  the  house  of  the  plaintiffs ;  that  the  two  tenements 
were  built  as  and  designed  for  one  dwelling-house  by  the  owner  thereof; 
that  there  is  no  partition  wall  between  the  said  two  tenements  or  parts 
of  said  dwelling-house,  but  they  are  separated  only  by  an  imaginary  line 
passing  through  the  rooms  thereof;  and  that,  since  the  defendant's 
ownership,  the  defendant,  designing  to  harm  the  plaintiffs  and  their 
property,  has  injured  and  permitted  to  be  injured  and  to  decay  his 
tenement,  till  it  became  ruinous,  the  roof,  sides  and  interior  thereof, 
whereby  the  plaintiffs'  said  house  has  been  greatly  damaged,  and  the 
plaintiffs  have  been  unable  to  keep  the  same  in  an}*  repair,  through  the 
wrongful  acts  of  this  defendant."  The  second  count  was  as  follows : 
"  And  the  plaintiffs  further  say,  that  the}*  and  the  defendant  are  and 
were  owners  as  aforesaid  of  two  several  tenements  in  the  town  of  Truro 
aforesaid ;  that  said  tenements  adjoin  each  other  as  aforesaid,  and  ori- 
ginally formed  one  dwelling-house,  held  by  one  and  the  same  owner ; 
and  that  the  defendant  has  wrongfully  suffered  his  house  to  remain  out 
of  repair  and  to  decay,  and  has  neglected  and  refused  to  repair  the 
same,  whereby  the  interior  of  the  plaintiffs'  house  became  exposed  to 
storms  of  rain  and  wind,  and  said  house  suffered  great  damage  and  in- 
jury, the  plaintiffs'  windows  and  doors  were  shattered,  the  walls  and 
ceilings  damaged,  the  timbers  of  said  house  and  flooring  decayed,  and 
said  house  has  been  otherwise  greatly  damaged."  The  defendant  de- 
murred on  the  ground  "  that  none  of  the  acts  or  omissions  charged  upon 
him  in  said  declaration  can  be  the  basis  of  an  action  by  the  plaintiffs 
against  him."  The  Superior  Court  sustained  the  demurrer,  and  the 
plaintiffs  appealed. 

1  The  law  is  the  same  as  to  ft  natural  stream.     Prescott  v.  Williams,  5  Met.  429. 
Cf.  Ooodhart  v.  Hyett,  2'>  Ch.  D.  182  ;    Wiiulow  v.  Fuhrman,  25  Ohio  St.  639. 
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G.  A.  King,  for  the  defendant. 

I.  Knowles,  Jr.,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

COLT,  J.  The  plaintiffs'  action,  in  both  counts,  is  founded  on  the 
alleged  right  of  the  owner  of  one  part  of  a  dwelling-house  to  recover 
damages  at  law  for  the  wilful  neglect  of  the  other  owner  in  permitting 
his  part  to  become  ruinous  and  fall  into  decay,  whereby  the  plaintiffs' 
house  was  damaged.  The  allegation  of  the  first  count,  that  the  defend- 
ant "  injured  and  permitted  to  be  injured  and  to  decay  his  tenement, 
till  it  became  ruinous,"  must  be  construed  to  charge  wilful  neglect  to 
repair,  and  does  not  allege  with  sufficient  distinctness  any  positive  act 
of  destruction  or  injur}'  by  the  defendant.  There  is  a  wide  difference 
between  injuries  which  arise  from  negligence,  and  those  which  result 
from  positive  misfeasance  ;  and  if  the  latter  were  relied  on  as  a  ground 
of  action,  they  should  have  been  distinctly  alleged.  The  second  count 
plainly  charges  only  wrongful  neglect  and  refusal  to  repair. 

It  is  to  be  assumed  as  settled,  that,  where  two  or  more  houses,  so 
constructed  as  to  require  mutual  support,  are  conveyed  to  different 
owners,  or  where  separate  portions  of  one  dwelling  become  vested  in 
different  owners,  a  right  of  support,  as  incident  to  the  property,  passes 
by  the  conveyance  to  each  grantee,  unless  excluded  by  the  terras  of  the 
grant.  Richards  v.  Rose,  9  Exch.  218.  Easements  of  this  description 
are  acquired  by  grant ;  but,  in  construing  the  conveyance,  it  is  to  be 
presumed  that  the  parties  intended  to  preserve  the  obviously  existing 
relations  and  dependencies  of  the  estate,  and  all  those  incidents  neces- 
san*  to  the  present  enjoyment  of  the  thing  granted  are  held  to  pass. 
There  is  an  obligation  upon  each  adjacent  proprietor  in  favor  of  the 
other,  beyond  what  is  implied  in  the  maxim  which  requires  every  one  to 
use  his  own  so  as  not  to  injure  his  neighbor.  The  exclusive  dominion 
of  each  is  so  far  qualified,  that  neither  can  take  away  the  support  of  the 
other,  however  prudent  and  careful  on  his  part  the  act  may  be. 

It  is  argued  that  the  right  of  support  and  shelter,  to  which  the  pur- 
chaser of  one  part  of  a  dwelling  thus  becomes  entitled,  and  which  may 
not  be  taken  away  by  any  wrongful  act  of  the  other  owner,  imposes 
also  the  active  duty  to  repair  the  premises  and  maintain  the  existing 
condition  of  things. 

The  nature,  extent,  and  duration  of  the  servitudes  thus  imposed  by 
implication  upon  each  adjoining  estate,  are  not  well  defined  in  the  re- 
ported cases.  As  a  restriction  upon  the  free  use  of  property  conveyed 
in  fee,  the  right  is  not  to  be  extended  beyond  apparent  necessit}\  Upon 
principle,  the  extent  of  the  burden  imposed  must  be  limited  by  the  pre- 
sumed intention  of  the  parties,  having  regard  to  the  relations  and  de- 
pendencies of  the  two  estates,  and  the  changes  which  may  reasonably 
be  expected  to  take  place.  It  is  to  be  considered  that  the  necessity 
which  lies  at  the  foundation  of  the  right  arises  from  the  existing  rela- 
tions of  artificial  structures,  for  the  time  being  constituting  part  of 
the  freehold,  but  liable  to  be  destroyed  by  the  action  of  the  elements 
or  by  mere  lapse  of  time.  When  thus  destroyed,  it  is  fair  to  presume 
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that  the  parties  intend,  in  the  absence  of  any  agreement,  that  the  ease- 
ment shall  end  with  the  necessity  which  created  it.  There  can  be  by 
implication  no  mutual  easement  of  perpetual  support,  applicable  to 
future  structures. 

In  Sherred  v.  Cisco,  4  Sandf.  480,  it  was  held  that,  where  a  party 
wall  was  destroyed  by  fire,  the  law  would  imply  no  obligation  on  the 
adjoining  owners  to  join  in  rebuilding  a  new  wall,  where  there  was  no 
agreement  so  to  do,  the  parties  being  remitted  to  their  original  unquali- 
fied title  up  to  the  division  line.  And  Denio,  C.  J.,  in  speaking  of  that 
case,  declares  that  he  sees  no  solid  distinction  between  a  total  destruc- 
tion of  the  wall  and  buildings,  and  a  state  of  things  which  would  require 
the  whole  to  be  rebuilt  from  the  foundation  ;  that  in  either  case  there  is 
great  force  in  sa}-ing  that  the  mutual  easements  have  become  inappli- 
cable. Partridge  v.  Gilbert,  15  N.  Y.  601  ;  Kerron  Injunctions,  376. 

In  Cheeseborough  v.  Green,  10  Conn.  318,  which  was  an  action 
on  the  case,  brought  by  the  owner  of  the  lower  part  of  a  store  against 
the  owner  of  the  upper  part  and  roof,  to  recover  damages  for  suffering 
the  roof  to  be  out  of  repair,  the  court  held  that  the  action  could  not  be 
sustained,  suggesting  that  the  plaintiff  could  have  relief  only  in  a  court 
of  chancery. 

The  civil  law  recognizes  the  existence  of  an  easement  to  compel  the 
owner  of  the  servient  tenement  to  repair,  as  distinguished  from  the 
ordinary  easement  of  support ;  but  the  additional  obligation  to  repair 
can  only  arise  from  express  stipulation,  or  by  proof  of  a  prescriptive 
right  to  the  easement  of  repair  as  well  as  support.  Gale  on  Easements 
(4th  ed.),  312. 

The  plaintiffs'  declaration  in  this  case  does  not  allege  as  a  fact,  in 
direct  terms,  that  they  were  entitled  to  have  their  part  of  the  house 
supported  or  protected  by  the  defendant's  part,  or  that  any  easement 
of  that  description  existed  in  their  favor.  But,  giving  it  the  most  favor- 
able construction,  and  assuming  that  title  to  such  support  can  be  in- 
ferred, as  matter  of  law,  from  the  allegations  contained  in  it,  yet,  as  we 
have  seen,  the  obligation  to  repair  cannot  be  so  inferred,  and  without 
such  obligation  an  action  cannot  be  maintained  for  mere  refusal  and 
neglect  Peyton  v.  London,  9  B.  &  C.  725. 

Demurrer  sustained. 

NOTE.  —  On  repairs  of  ways,  see  Gerrard  v.  Cooke,  2  B.  &  P.  N.  S.  109 ;  also 
Hamilton  v.  White,  5  N.  Y.  9. 


G.  Fencing. 

ANONYMOUS. 
KING'S  BENCH.     1440. 

[Reported  Year  Book,  19  Hen.  VI.  33,  pi.  68.] 

A  WRIT  of  trespass  was  brought.  And  the  plaintiff  declared  that  the 
defendant,  with  force  and  arms,  entered  into  his  close  at  F.,  and  with 
his  cattle  broke  down  his  hedges  to  his  damage  of  ten  pounds.  Yel- 
verton.  You  ought  not  to  have  an  action,  for  we  sa}1,  as  to  the  coming 
with  force  and  arms  and  the  entry  into  the  close,  Not  guilty.  And  as 
to  the  remainder  of  the  trespass,  we  say  that  we  were  seised  of  an  acre 
of  land  in  the  vill  of  B.,  which  adjoins  }'our  close  in  F.,  and  we  say 
that  we  put  our  beasts  into  our  lands  to  pasture  them,  and  we  say 
further  that  there  is  a  hedge  which  is  between  the  land  of  the  plaintiff  in 
which,  &c.,  and  our  land  aforesaid, 


estate  he  has  in  the  same  close,  have  been  used 
to  make  and  repair,  ana  because  the  hedge  was  open  and  broken,  and 
waste,  onr'beasts  entered  into  his  Close,  and  did  thlTtrespass,  which  is 
the  same  trespass  for  which  he  has  brought  this  action.  And  it  was  held 
for  a  good  plea  by  the  whole  court.  Quod  nota.1 


STAR  v.   ROOKESBY. 

KING'S  BENCH.     1710. 

[Reported  1  Sulk.  335.] 

ERROR  was  brought  on  a  judgment  by  default  in  C.  B.  in^an  action  on 
the  £ase_j_wherein  the  plaintiff  declared,  that  he  was  possessed  of  a 
close  adjoining  to  the  defendant's,  and  that  the  tenants  and  occupiers 
of  that  close  had  time  out  of  mind  made  and  repaired  the  fence  between 
the  plaintiff's  and  defendant's  close,  and  that  for  want  of  repair  the 
defendant's  cattle  came  into  the  plaintiffs  close,  &c.  Et  per  Cur. : 

1st,  Either-tcegpass  or  case  lies  :  trespass,  because  it  was  the  plain- 
tiff's ground  and  noE  the  defendant's  ;  and  case,  because  the  first  wrong 
was  a  nonfeasance  and  neglect  to  repair,  and  that  omission  is  the  gist  of 
the  action  ;  and  the  trespass  is  only  consequential  damage. 


1  One  who  is  bound  to  fence  is  tinder  no  duty  or  liability  to  one  whose  cattle  are 
not  lawfully  on  the  adjoining  land.     See  Dovaston  v.  Payne,  2  H.  Bl.  527,  post  p.  580. 
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2dly,  This  is  a  charge  upon  the  defendant  against  common  right ;  for 
the  law  bounds  every  man's  property,  and  is  his  fence,  and  this  is 
obliging  another  to  make  a  fence  for  him. 

3dly,  That  where  a  charge  is  imposed  on  another,  and  that  against 
common  right,  and  the  charge  is  laid  on  him  as  owner  of  the  soil,  or 
tertenant,  the  plaintiff  in  his  declaration  must  make  himself  a  good 
title;  but  where  he  declares  against  the  defendant  as  a  wrong-doer 
only,  and  not  as  tertenant,  it  is  sufficient  that  the  plaintiff  declares  on 
his  possession. 

4thly,  That  the  plaintiff  has  made  himself  a  sufficient  title  in  this 
declaration,  by  showing  the  defendant  bound  to  this  charge  by  prescrip- 
tion ;  which  prescription  is  sufficiently  alleged ;  for  by  tenentes  is 
meant  the  owners  of  the  fee-simple,  and  by  occupatores,  those  that 
come  in  under  them.  That  tenentes  is  so  taken,  appears  by  the  writ 
de  curia  claudenda  ;  which  is  a  writ  of  right,  and  lies  only  for  a  ten- 
ant in  fee ;  and  as  this  is  a  charge  upon  the  land,  which  runs  with  it, 
there  is  good  reason  why  ever}'  occupier  should  be  bound.  And  it  is 
sufficient  for  the  plaintiff  to  charge  the  tenentes  and  occupatores,  be- 
cause it  is  impossible  that  he  who  is  a  stranger  should  be  able  to  know 
and  set  forth  their  particular  estates,  titles,  and  interests  ;  but  the  pre- 
scription is  annexed  to  the  tenentes,  i.  e.,  tenants  of  the  fee.  Yet  on  a 
traverse  of  the  prescription  it  would  be  good  evidence,  that  the  tenants 
for  years  have  from  time  to  time  fenced  and  repaired,  for  perhaps  the 
estate  has  not  since  time  of  memory  been  in  the  actual  occupation  of 
the  very  owner  of  the  fee.  The  judgment  was  affirmed.1 


£.JENX;NS. 
4~J\ju4*~      V-z^r* "~  "*^r^nw3*s^BmS?    1873. 

[Reported  L.  R.  8  <>.  .£.  274.] 

CASE  on  appeal  from  the  County  Court  of  Monmouthshire  holden  at 
Newport. 

The  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  was  thus  laid  in  the  plaint.  The 
plaintiff  claims  £40,  the  damages  sustained  by  reason  of  two  of  his 
cows,  on  or  about  the  27th  of  December,  1871 ,  being  killed  from  eating 
the  foliage  of  a  yew  tree,  which  had  been  then  recently  felled  in  a  wood 
of  the  defendant,  which  adjoins  the  plaintiff's  land,  and  into  which 
wood  the  cows  escaped  from  the  plaintiff's  land  in  consequence  of  the 
neglect  of  the  defendant  to  repair  a  fence  belonging  to  him  dividing  the 
wood  and  land,  and  which  fence  the  defendant  of  right  ought  to  main- 
tain in  repair. 

The  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  and  occupied  a  close  of  land,  and  the 

.     1  Sinney  v.  Hull  Proprietors,  5  Pick.  503,  accord. 
^— e~>l 
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defendant  was  possessed  of  and  occupied  another  close  of  land,  being 
wood  land,  adjoining  the  close  of  the  plaintiff,  and  separated  from  it  by 
a  fence,  which  was  on  the  defendant's  close  and  was  the  property  of 
the  defendant 

In  October,  1871,  the  defendant  sold  the  fallage  of  the  wood  on  his 
close  to  one  Higgins,  who  accordingly,  by  his  servants,  felled  the  trees 
and  underwood  growing  thereon ;  but  the  defendant  did  not  part  with 
any  portion  of  the  soil  of  his  close,  which  he  continued  to  occupy. 

A  short  time  before  the  27th  of  December,  1871,  the  servants  of 
Higgins  felled  a  beech  tree  standing  near  the  fence  in  such  a  manner 
that  it  fell  over  the  fence  and  broke  down  a  large  part  of  it.  The  beech 
tree  was  felled  in  a  negligent  manner.  Whilst  the  beech  tree  lay  on  the 
fence  the  branches  filled  up  the  gap  made  by  its  fall ;  but  a  few  da\'s 
afterwards  the  branches  were  removed  by  the  servants  of  Higgins,  and 
after  they  were  so  removed,  until  the  27th  of  December,  there  was  a 
considerable  gap  or  opening  in  the  fence,  sufficiently  large  for  cattle  to 
pass  from  one  close  to  the  other,  during  all  which  time  the  fence  was 
out  of  repair ;  but  it  was  not  brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant 
or  his  bailiff  that  the  fence  had  been  so  broken. 

On  the  26th  of  December  the  servants  of  Higgins  had  felled  a  yew 
tree  a  few  yards  from  the  fence  and  near  the  spot  where  the  beech  tree 
had  been  felled.  The  yew  ti-ee  was  allowed  to  remain  during  the  night 
of  the  26th  in  the  place  where  it  had  been  felled.  During  the  night  of 
the  26th  the  plaintiff's  cows,  then  being  lawfully  upon  the  plaintiffs 
close,  escaped  through  the  gap  in  the  fence  out  of  the  close  of  the 
plaintiff  into  that  of  the  defendant,  and  in  the  morning  of  the  27th  the}* 
were  found  on  the  close  of  the  defendant  near  the  yew  tree. 

About  midday  on  the  27th  the  cows  died ;  and  the  judge  found  as  a 
fact  that  they  died  from  eating  some  of  the  foliage  of  the  j'ew  tree, 
which  when  eaten  to  excess  is  destructive  to  cattle.  At  that  time  of 
the  year  there  was  very  little  verdure  or  green  food  in  the  fields,  and 
the  cows,  from  being  foddered  on  dry  food,  were  the  more  inclined  to 
browse  the  green  foliage. 

Evidence  was  given  that  for  more  than  forty  years  the  fence  had 
been  repaired  whenever  repairs  were  necessary  by  the  owners  and  occu- 
piers of  the  defendant's  wood  ;  and  also,  that  on  several  occasions 
during  the  last  nineteen  }-ears  the  fence  had  been  repaired  by  the  defend- 
ant and  his  predecessors  in  estate  upon  notice  being  given  to  him  or  his 
bailiff  by  the  occupier  for  the  time  being  of  the  plaintiff's  close.  When- 
ever the  fence  was  so  repaired,  it  was  for  the  purpose  of  preventing 
cattle,  lawfully  being  in  the  plaintiff's  close,  from  escaping  out  of  it 
into  the  close  of  the  defendant. 

It  was  contended  for  the  plaintiff,  first,  that  the  facts  established  an 
obligation  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  repair  and  keep  in  repair  the 
fence  for  the  purposes  aforesaid ;  secondly,  that  the  damage  was  not 
too  remote  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  this  action  ;  thirdly,  that 
the  defendant  was  liable  in  this  action.  Each  of  these  points  was  con- 
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tested  by  the  defendant,  who  also  contended  that  the  damage  was 
attributable  to  the  felling  of  the  yew  tree,  relying  on  Butler  v.  Hunter, 
7  H.  &  N.  826  ;  31  L.  J.  Ex.  214. 

The  judge  found  as  a  fact  that  there  was  an  obligation  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  to  repair,  and  keep  in  repair,  the  fence,  for  the  purpose  of 
preventing  cattle,  lawfully  being  in  the  plaintiff's  close,  from  escaping 
out  of  the  same  into  the  close  of  the  defendant. 

He  also  considered  that  the  damage  was  not  too  remote  to  enable  the 
plaintiff  to  maintain  this  action. 

The  judge  found  as  a  fact  that  the  escape  of  the  cows  from  their  own 
pasture  was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  servants  of  Higgins,  either 
in  not  so  felling  the  beech  tree  as  to  prevent  its  falling  on  the  hedge,  or, 
if  that  was  not  preventible,  in  not  temporarily  fencing  round  the  gap 
until  the  tree  could  be  removed  and  the  gap  be  properly  stopped  ;  and 
he  was  of  opinion  that  it  was  the  duty  of  Higgins  to  so  cut  and  remove 
the  wood  as  not  to  injure  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff.  He  also  found 
that,  neither  the  defendant  nor  his  bailiff,  to  whom  the  management  of 
this  wood  land  was  intrusted,  received  notice  of  the  fence  having  been 
broken  down.  And  he  held,  on  the  authority  of  Longmeid  v.  Holli- 
day,  6  Ex.  761 ;  20  L.  J.  Ex.  430,  and  Butler  v.  Hunter,  that  Mr. 
Higgins  (and  not  the  defendant)  was  responsible  for  the  loss  of  the 
cows,  as  the  result  of  his  servants'  negligence ;  and  he  directed  a  non- 
suit to  be  entered. 

In  case  of  this  decision  being  reversed  on  appeal,  he  assessed  the 
plaintiff's  damages  at  £40. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was,  whether  the  defendant 
is  liable  in  this  action. 

Herschell,  Q.  C.  (with  him  Petheram),  for  the  plaintiff. 

Michael,  for  the  defendant. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  (COCKBURN,  C.  J.,  MELLOB  and  ARCHI- 
BALD, JJ.),  was  delivered  by 

ARCHIBALD,  J.1  The  onlj-  point  in  this  case  as  to  which  we  felt  any 
degree  of  hesitation  at  the  time  of  the  argument,  was  the  question 
whether  or  not  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a  reasonable  time  to  re- 
pair the  fence  after  he  might  or  ought  to  have  had  notice  that  it 
had  been  broken  down.  For,  assuming  that  the  obligation  to  which 
he  was  subject  was  to  maintain,  at  all  times,  and  without  notice  to  re- 
pair it,  a  sufficient  fence  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff's  close,  we  had 
no  doubt  that  the  learned  judge  of  the  county  court  was  wrong  in  hold- 
ing that  the  defendant  was  not  legally  responsible  for  the  loss  of  the 
plaintiff's  cows. 

We  concur  in  opinion  with  the  learned  judge,  that  the  damage  was 
not  too  remote ;  but  we  think  that  the  cases  cited  b}'  him,  Longmeid 
v.  Holliday  and  Butler  v.  Hunter,  are  inapplicable  ;  and,  without  ex- 
pressing any  opinion  as  to  the  liability  of  Higgins,  we  are  of  opinion 

1  The  judgment  was  read  by  MELLOR,  J.  —  REP. 
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that,  if  the  obligation  to  maintain  the  fence  be  such  as  we  have  as- 
sumed, the  defendant  would  be  liable  in  this  action. 

On  furtjier_considpT-at.irm  WP  v»nve  come  tojthe  conclusion,  upon  the 
evidence  set  forth  in^  the  ^cas^Jbhat  the  Defendant  was  bound  at  tris 
peril  to  maintaia^all  times,  and  withoutTnotlcelio  repair  ifTa_sufflcient^ 
fence  ;__and.  that,  except  in  the  case  of  damage  by  the  act  of  God  oFUT? 
major,  he  would  be  answerable  for  damage  sustained  by  cattle  escap- 
ing from  the  plaintiff's  close  by  reason  of  the  defective  state  of  the 
fence,  and  proximately  due  to  that  cause. 

At  common  law^tbe  owners  of  adjoining  closes  are  not  bound  to  fence 
either  againstorfor  the  benefit  of  j^ar-h  nt.hp.r ;  hnt.  in  t,hft^flTts?r>«e  of 
fences  each  owner  is  bound  to  prevent  his  cattle  or  other  animals  from 
trespassing  on  his  neighbor's  premises. 

By  prescription,  however,  a  landownorjoay  be  bound  to  maintain  a 
fence  upon  his  land  for  the  benefit  of  the  occupier  of  the  adjoining 
close.  This  obligation  is  described  by  Gale  in  his  work  on  Easements 
as  in  the  nature  of  a  spurious  easement  affecting  the  land  of  the  party 
who  is  bound  to  maintain  the  fence.  Gale  on  Easements,  4th  ed. 
p.  460 ;  Star  v.  Rookesby,  1  Salk.  335  ;  Boyle  v.  Tamlyn,  6  B.  &  C. 
at  pp.  337-9. 

A  party  entitled  by  prescription  to  the  benefit  of  the  fence  might 
formerly,  by  means  of  a  writ  de  curia  claudenda  (Fitzh.  Nat.  Brev. 
127),  have  compelled  the  adjoining  owner  to  repair  it,  and  have  recov- 
ered damages  as  well  for  the  non-repair ;  and  a  plea  in  an  action  of 
trespass  for  injurj'  done  by  cattle,  that  the  plaintiff  is  bound  by  pre- 
scription to  fence  against  the  defendant's  cattle,  is  a  good  plea :  Nowel 
v.  Smith,  Cro.  Eliz.  709  —  the  party  bound  by  prescription  being  an- 
swerable to  the  owner  for  whose  benefit  the  fence  is  to  be  maintained 
for  all  damage  reasonably  attributable  to  its  defective  condition. 

It  was  held,  therefore,  in  an  anonymous  case  in  Veutris,  1  Vent. 
264,  where  a  horse  of  the  plaintiff's  escaped  into  the  defendant's  field 
through  defect  of  a  fence  which  the  defendant  was  bound  to  maintain, 
and  was  killed  by  falling  into  a  ditch  in  the  field,  that  the  defendant 
was  liable ;  and  in  a  later  case,  Hooth  v.  Wilson,  1  B.  &  Aid.  59, 
that  it  made  no  difference  that  the  plaintiff  was  only  a  gratuitous  bailee 
of  the  horse  which  escaped  and  was  killed.  The  same  view  of  the  law 
was  acted  upon  in  the  case  of  Powell  v.  Salisbury,  2  Y.  &  J.  391, 
where  the  defendant  was  held  liable  for  the  loss  of  cattle  which  es- 
caped from  an  adjoining  field  through  a  defective  fence  which  he  was 
bound  to  repair,  and  were  killed  on  his  premises  by  the  falling  of  a 
haystack. 

In  all  these  cases,  however,  the  prescription  to  maintain  and  repair 
obviously  implies  the  pre-existence  of  the  fence,  and  the  right  conse- 
quently to  have  it  always  existing  as  a  fence ;  in  other  words,  in  a  con- 
dition sufficient  both  to  prevent  the  cattle  of  the  owner  entitled  to  it 
from  escaping  out  of  his  close,  and  also  to  protect  him  from  trespasses 
by  his  neighbor's  cattle,  and  renders  it,  we  think,  incumbent  on  the 
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party  upon  whom  the  prescriptive  obligation  is  imposed  to  repair  the 
fence  in  time  to  prevent  its  becoming  defective,  and  subjects  him  to  all 
risks  of  injury  that  may  be  done  to  it  by  strangers  or  trespassers. 

"We  think,  therefore,  that,  as  the  true  nature  of  the  prescription  is 
that  the  defendant  was  bound  at  his  own  risk  to  have  a  sufficient  fence 
always  existing,  he  was  liable  to  the  plaintiff  notwithstanding  he  had  no 
knowledge  of  the  injury  done  to  the  fence ;  and  consequently  that  the 
decision  of  the  County  Court  should  be  reversed,  and  judgment  given 
for  the  plaintiff.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


BRONSON  v.  COFFIN. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1871,  1875. 
[Reported  108  Mass.  175  ;  118  Mass.  156.] 

CONTRACT  on  the  covenant  against  incumbrances  contained  in  a  deed 
of  land  from  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff,  dated  May  24,  1866.  Trial 
in  the  Superior  Court  before  Putnam,  J.,  and  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  judge  reported  the  case,  and  it  was  argued  at  October  Term,  1870, 
before  all  the  judges,  except  Colt,  J.1 

J.  JBrown,  for  the  defendants. 

T.  M  Stetson,  for  the  plaintiff. 

GRAY,  J.  The  deed  made  b}T  Timothy  G.  Coffin  to  the  New  Bedford 
and  Taunton  Railroad  Company  in  1839  combed  a  strip  of  land  be- 
tween four  and  five  rods  wide,  and  bounded  on  each  side  by  the  lands 
retained  by  Coffin  and  afterwards  granted  by  his  devisees  to  the  plain- 
tiff;  and  contained  this  clause  :  "  I,  the  jsakj  T.  G-.  LCoj&n_,Jigrebv  cove- 
nintthlf-T  n*H  my  )••""•"  ^»H  "'-^i'g7T?  will  jnake  and  maintain  a  sufficient 
'  fence  through  the  whole  length  of  that  part  of  the  railroad  wKTcii  runs 


n  througn  my  farm  [ithis^cbVcnanC  01  maintaining  the  fence  to  be  per- 

ew"e^/  petuallindObligatorjMipon  ^ne  and  all  persons  wfcO  yhatt.  become  own- 
the^anct  on  each  side  of  the  1'attroad." 

principal  queaCiofTin  the  case  is,  whether  the  obligation  thus  ex- 
pressed, to  maintain  a  division  fence  between  the  land  granted  and  the 
adjoining  lands  of  the  grantor,  created  a  charge  upon  those  lands,  bind- 
ing  upon  any  assignee  thereof,  either  by  wa}1  of  covenant  running  with 
the  lands,  or  grant  of  an  interest  in  the  nature  of  an  easement  therein, 
which  constituted  an  incumbrance,  within  the  meaning  of  the  covenant 
against  incumbrances  in  a  subsequent  deed  thereof  from  the  grantor  or 
those  claiming  title  under  him. 

"On  general  principles,"  said  Chief  Justice  Parsons,  "every  right 
to  or  interest  in  the  land  granted,  to  the  diminution  of  the  value  of  the 
lajid,  but  consistent  with  the;  passing  of  the  fee  in  it  by  the  conveyance, 


1  Part  /of  the  statement  of  the  case  is  omitted. 
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must  be  deemed  in  law  an  incumbrance."     Prescott  v.  Trueman,  4 
Mass.  627,  629.  ^ 

Words  sounding  in  covenant  only  may  operate  by  way  of  grant  of  an 
easement,  wherever  it  is  necessary  to  give  them  that  effect  in  order  to    , 
carry  out  the  manifest  intention  of  the  parties.     Bro.  Ab.  Covenant,  2.  / 
Holms  v.  Seller,  3  Lev.  305  ;  Rowbotham  v.  Wilson,  8  H.  L.  Cas.  348  ; 
Greene  v.  Creighton,  7  R.  I.  1 ;  Nor  fleet  v.  Cromwell,  64  No.  Car.  1. 

In  order  to  make  a  covenant  run  with  the  land  of  the  covenantor  and 
bind  his  heirs  and  assigns,  the  covenantee-tmist,  according  to  all  the 
authorities,  hav£.-such  an  interest  la -that  Ian4-a»-to  amount  to  a  privity 
of  estate  between  the  parties  to  the  covenant.  In  this  Commonwealth, 
at  least,  it  is  not  necessary  that  their  relation  should  be  that  of  land- 
lord and  tenant ;  but  an  interest  in  the  nature  of  an  easement  in  the 
land  which  the  covenant  purports  to  bind,  whether  already  existing,  or 
created  b}'  the  very  deed  which  contains  the  covenant,  constitutes  a 
sufficient  privity  of  estate  to  make  the  burden  of  a  covenant  to  do  cer- 
tain acts  upon  that  land,  for  the  support  and  protection  of  that  interest 
and  the  beneficial  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  land  granted,  run  with  the 
land  charged.  And  an  obligation,  duly  expressed,  that  the  structures 
upon  one  parcel  of  land  shall  forever  be  of  a  certain  character  for  the 
benefit  of  an  adjoining  parcel,  is  equally  a  charge  upon  the  first  parcel, 
whether  the  obligation  is  affirmative  or  merely  restrictive,  and  whether 
the  affirmative  acts  necessary  to  earn*  the  obligation  into  effect  are  to 
be  done  b\-  the  owner  of  the  one  or  the  owner  of  the  other. 

In  Hurd  v.  Curtis,  19  Pick.  459,  several  owners  of  mills  drawing 
water  from  the  same  stream  b}-  means  of  one  dam,  for  themselves,  their 
heirs,  administrators  and  assigns,  mutually  covenanted  with  each  other, 
that  each  of  the  mills  should  have  wheels  of  a  certain  construction  and 
limited  power ;  and  a  party  to  the  indenture  brought  an  action  on  this 
covenant  against  a  subsequent  purchaser  of  some  of  the  mills  who  was 
not  himself  a  party  to  the  indenture.  Mr.  Justice  Wilde  very  clearly 
stated  the  rule,  as  follows  :  "  As  there  is  no  privity  of  contract  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants,  it  follows  that  the  defendants  are  not 
liable  in  this  action,  unless  there  is  a  privity  of  estate  between  them. 
Where  such  a  privity  exists  between  the  covenantor  and  the  covenantee, 
and  the  covenantor  assigns  his  estate,  the  privity  thereby  created  be- 
tween the  assignee  and  the  other  contracting  parties  renders  the  former 
liable  on  all  such  covenants  as  regulate  the  mode  of  occupying  the  es- 
tate, and  the  like  covenants  concerning  the  same.  And  so  if  the  cove- 
nantee assigns  his  estate,  his  assignee  will  have  the  benefit  of  similar 
covenants.  These  covenants  are  annexed  to  the  land  and  run  with  it. 
But  if  there  is  no  privity  of  estate  between  the  contracting  parties,  the 
assignee  will  not  be  bound  b}',  nor  have  the  benefit  of,  an}'  covenants 
between  the  contracting  parties,  although  they  may  relate  to  the  land 
he  takes  by  assignment  or  purchase  from  one  of  the  parties  to  the  con- 
tract. .  In  such  a  case,  the  covenants  are  personal  and  are  collateral  to 
the  land."  And  it  was  held  that  the  action  could  not  be  maintained, 
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solely  because  there  was  no  privity  of  estate  between  the  covenanting 
parties,  but  their  estates  were  several,  and  there  was,  upon  the  true 
construction  of  the  peculiar  terms  of  that  indenture,  no  grant  of  any 
interest  in  the  real  estate  of  either  part}",  to  which  the  covenants  could 
be  annexed. 

So  in  Plymouth  v.  Carver,  16  Pick.  183,  land  was  conveyed  upon 
condition  that  the  grantees  should  become  bound  by  sufficient  bond  to 
make  and  maintain  a  portion  of  the  highway  passing  by  the  land  ;  and 
the  grantees  gave  bond  according!}',  for  themselves,  their  heirs,  execu- 
tors, administrators  and  assigns.  This  bond  was  held  not  to  be  a  cove- 
nant running  with  the  land,  because  the  only  condition  in  the  deed  was, 
that  the  grantees  should  give  bond  to  maintain  the  highway,  and  upon 
their  giving  such  a  bond  the  estate  vested  in  them  absolutely,  and  the 
grantor  had  no  longer  any  interest  in  the  land,  and  no  right  or  estate 
therein  was  conveyed  by  them  to  him,  so  that  there  was  no  privity  of 
estate  between  the  parties  to  the  covenant,  and  no  land  with  which  the 
covenant  could  run  ;  and  the  bond  was  but  a  personal  obligation  of  the 
obligors,  not  subjecting  the  land  which  had  been  conveyed  to  them  in 
any  other  way  than  an}'  of  their  estate  might  be  liable  to  the  perform- 
ance of  their  personal  covenants  or  obligations. 

In  Wheelock  v.  Thayer,  16  Pick.  68,  the  action  was  against  the 
original  covenantor,  and  the  question  was  whether,  in  a  grant  of  a  privi- 
lege of  drawing  water  from  a  pond,  a  covenant  respecting  the  same 
would  support  an  action  by  an  assignee  of  the  grantee ;  and  it  was  held 
that  it  would  not,  for  the  reason  that  it  was  a  mere  covenant  in  gross, 
and  not  for  the  benefit  of  any  land  of  the  coveuautee,  and  therefore  not 
assignable. 

In  Morse  v.  Aldrich,  19  Pick.  449,  and  1  Met.  544,  the  owner  of  a 
tract  of  land  and  a  mill-pond  conveyed  a  portion  of  both  by  metes  and 
bounds,  with  liberty  to  enter  upon  the  rest  to  dig  and  carry  away  the 
whole  or  an}*  part  of  the  soil.  After  the  grantee  had  conveyed  the  same 
premises  to  the  plaintiff,  the  original  grantor,  by  indenture  with  the 
plaintiff,  covenanted  to  draw  off  his  pond  six  days  in  August  and  Sep- 
tember in  each  year,  upon  the  plaintiffs  request,  for  the  purpose  of  giv- 
ing the  plaintiff  an  opportunity  of  digging  and  carrying  out  mud  from 
the  pond.  The  covenantor  died  and  his  estate  descended  to  his  heirs, 
of  whom  one  conveyed  his  share  to  the  others.  It  was  held  that,  this 
covenant  being  made  for  the  purpose  of  securing  to  the  plaintiff  the  full 
benefit  of  the  land  granted  to  him,  and  there  being  a  privity  of  estate 
in  the  rest  of  the  land  between  the  parties  to  the  covenant  at  the  time  it 
was  made,  it  ran  with  the  land  ;  and  that  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  the 
covenantor,  though  not  named,  were  liable  to  an  action  thereon  for 
neglecting  to  draw  off  the  pond  after  being  requested  so  to  do. 

But  perhaps  the  strongest  case  in  this  court  in  favor  of  the  position 
that  the  clause  in  question  in  Coffin's  deed  was  strictly  a  covenant  run- 
ning with  the  adjoining  lands  is  Savage  v.  Mason,  3  Cush.  500.  In 
that  case,  an  indenture  of  partition  between  the  owners  in  common  of 
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a  large  tract  of  land  contained  mutual  covenants,  which  it  was  expressly 
declared  should  be  binding  upon  and  be  available  to  heirs  and  as- 
signees, and  should  be  deemed  perpetual  and  fundamental,  and  to  run 
with  the  land  thereb}"  divided.  One  of  these  covenants  was,  that  the 
centre  of  party  walls  of  every  brick  or  stone  building  might  be  placed 
upon  the  lines  dividing  the  lots  from  contiguous  lots,  and  that  the 
owner  of  such  contiguous  lots,  whenever  he  should  make  use  of  the 
same  in  any  building,  should  pay  for  one  half  of  the  wall  by  him  so 
used.  A  lot  set  off  to  one  of  the  parties  to  the  indenture  was  conveyed 
by  his  heirs  to  persons  who  afterwards  conve3*ed  it  to  another  person, 
who  entered  and  took  possession  and  built  a  brick  dwelling-house 
thereon,  and  placed  the  centre  of  the  party  wall  of  one  side  thereof 
upon  the  line  dividing  this  lot  from  the  contiguous  lot,  and  then  con- 
veyed the  lot  with  the  dwelling-house  thereon  to  persons  who  again 
conveyed  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  contiguous  lot  was  set  off  by  the  par- 
tition to  another  of  the  parties  to  the  indenture,  and  upon  his  death 
and  a  division  of  his  estate,  to  the  defendant  as  one  of  his  heirs,  and 
while  he  owned  it  and  after  all  the  conveyances  above  mentioned,  a 
brick  dwelling-house  was  erected  thereon,  in  which  the  party  wall  built 
by  the  owner  of  the  plaintiffs'  lot  was  used  ;  and  the  plaintiffs  after  de- 
mand sued  him  upon  the  covenant  for  half  of  the  value  of  the  wall. 
Upon  these  facts,  it  will  be  observed  that  by  the  indenture  the  entire 
fee  in  the  defendant's  lot  had  vested  in  his  ancestor,  leaving  no  rever- 
sion in  the  other  parties  to  the  indenture,  under  whom  the  plaintiffs 
claimed ;  that  the  plaintiffs  did  not  themselves  build  the  party  wall  in 
question ;  that  the  defendant  did  not  acquire  his  title  until  after  the 
walls  had  been  built,  and  did  not  use  the  wall  until  after  the  plain- 
tiffs had  acquired  their  title ;  that  the  only  privity  of  estate  between 
the  parties  consisted  in  the  mutual  right  and  obligation  created  by  the 
same  instrument  which  contained  the  covenant  sued  on,  to  have  the 
division  wall  stand  half  on  each  lot,  and  to  contribute  to  the  expense 
thereof ;  and  that  the  obligation  sought  to  be  enforced  against  the  de- 
fendant was  an  affirmative  covenant  to  pay  money.  The  court  gave 
judgment  for  the  plaintiffs,  saying:  "  The  liability  to  perform,  and  the 
right  to  take  advantage  of  this  covenant,  both  pass  to  the  heir  or  as- 
signee of  the  land  to  which  the  covenant  is  attached.  This  covenant 
can  by  no  means  be  considered  as  merety  personal,  collateral  and  de- 
tached from  the  land.  There  was  a  privity  of  estate  between  the  cove- 
nanting parties  in  the  land  to  which  the  covenant  was  annexed.  The 
covenant  is  in  terms  between  the  parties  and  their  respective  heirs  and 
assigns  ;  it  has  direct  and  immediate  reference  to  the  land  ;  it  relates  to 
the  mode  of  occupj'ing  and  enjoying  the  land  ;  it  is  beneficial  to  the 
owner  as  owner,  and  to  no  other  person  ;  it  is  in  truth  inherent  in  and 
attached  to  the  land,  and  necessarity  goes  with  the  land  into  the  hands  of 
the  heir  or  assignee."  The  decision  was  thus  put  upon  the  ground  of  a 
privity  of  estate  between  the  owners  of  the  two  lots,  created  by  the  in- 
denture itself,  and  sufficient  to  support  the  covenant  to  pa3*  for  half  of 
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the  wall  as  strictlj'  a  covenant  running  with  the  land ;  and  not  upon  the 
theory  (since  applied  in  Maine  \.  Cumston,  98  Mass.  317,  to  the  case 
of  a  similar  agreement  not  under  seal)  that  the  person  erecting  the  wall, 
and  his  assigns,  had  by  virtue  of  the  indenture  a  property  in  the  whole 
wall  until  it  was  used  by  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  lot  in  building 
thereon,  and  the  right  then  to  recover  from  him  a  proportion  of  the 
cost  of  the  wall.  The  covenant  to  maintain  a  fence  in  the  case  at  bar 
falls  within  the  reason  of  the  decision  in  Savage  v.  Mason. 

The  same  doctrine  was  long  ago  recognized  in  Holmes  v.  Buckley, 
reported  in  Pre.  Ch.  39,  and  1  Eq.  Cas.  Ab.  27,  and  cited  as  undoubted 
law  upon  this  point  by  Lord  St.  Leonards  in  Sugd.  Vend.  (14th  ed.) 
593,  in  which  a  covenant,  in  a  grant  of  a  watercourse,  to  clear  it  and 
keep  it  in  repair,  was  held  to  be  a  covenant  running  with  land  of  the 
grantor  through  which  the  watercourse  passed.  See  also  Van  Rens- 
selaer  v.  Read,  26  N.  Y.  558,  574-577;  Woodruff  v.  Trenton  Water 
Power  Co.,  2  Stockt.  489  ;  Carr  v.  Lowry,  27  Penn.  State,  257. 

In  the  general  definitions  of  easements  in  the  text-books,  it  is,  indeed, 
sometimes  said  that  they  consist  either  in  suffering  something  to  be  done, 
or  in  abstaining  from  doing  something,  upon  the  servient  tenement. 
3  Kent  Com.  (6th  ed.)  419  ;  Washburn  on  Easements  (2d  ed.)  4,  5  ; 
Gale  on  Easements  (4th  ed.)  5.  But  the  obligation  to  maintain  a  fence 
by  prescription  or  agreement  is  classed  by  the  same  writers  with  ease- 
ments, though  Mr.  Gale  calls  it  a  "  spurious  easement,"  and  one  of  his 
editors  "•  a  right  in  the  nature  of  an  easement."  3  Kent  Com.  438  ; 
Washburn  on  Easements,  524;  Gale  on  Easements,  117,  460,  487, 
488,  524  note.  See  also  Hunt  on  Boundaries  and  Fences  (2d  ed.)  49, 
51,  99. 

In  England,  it  has  been  well  settled  from  very  early  times,  and  never 
denied,  that  an  obligation  of  the  owner  of  land  to  fence  against  land 
adjoining  may  be  established  by  prescription,  and  if  so  established  is  a 
charge  upon  his  land.  Had  this  not  been  so,  the  point,  formerly  much 
mooted,  whether  such  a  charge  was  extinguished  by  unity  of  possession 
and  title  of  the  two  closes,  could  not  have  arisen.  Fitz.  N.  B.  128  note  ; 
Anon.  Dyer,  295  b ;  Sury  v.  Pigot,  Pop.  166,  170,  172;  s.  c.  Noy, 
84;  Latch.  153,  154;  Polus  \.Henstock,  1  Ventr.  97;  s.  c.  2  Keb. 
686,  707 ;  T.  Raym.  192 ;  Star  v.  Rookesby,  1  Salk.  335 ;  Vin.  Ab. 
Fences,  pi.  164,  166;  Boyle  v.  Tamlyn,  9  D.  &  R.  430;  s.  c.  6  B. 
&  C.  329  ;  Barber  v.  Whiteley,  34  L.  J.  N.  S.  Q.  B.  212.  In  Boyle 
\.  Tamlyn,  Mr.  Justice  Bailey  said:  "  Such  a  right  to  have  fences  re- 
paired by  the  owner  of  adjoining  lands  is  in  the  nature  of  a  grant  of  a 
distinct  easement,  affecting  the  land  of  the  grantor."  9  D.  &  R.  437, 
and  6  B.  &  C.  338,  339.  And  Justices  Littledale  and  Holroyd 
appear  to  have  concurred  in  his  view.  9  D.  &  R.  439,  440. 

In  Massachusetts,  the  doctrine  has  alwa}^  been  recognized,  that  the 
owner  or  occupier  of  land  may  be  bound  b}-  prescription  to  a  more  ex- 
tensive obligation  to  keep  up  and  repair  the  division  fences  that  would 
be  imposed  upon  him  by  the  common  law  or  by  the  Statutes  of  the  Com- 
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monwealth.  Rust  v.  Lowe,  6  Mass.  90,  94,  97  ;  2  Dane  Ab.  659,  660  ; 
Minor  v.  Deland,  18  Pick.  266,  267 ;  Thayer  v.  Arnold,  4  Met.  589, 
590.  In  Binney  v.  Hull,  5  Pick.  503,  506.  it  was  adjudged  that  the 
owner  of  one  of  two  adjoining  lots  of  land  might  be  bound  by  prescrip- 
tion to  maintain  the  fence  between  them  ;  and  Chief  Justice  Parker 
spoke  of  the  right  to  have  him  do  so,  as  an  easement  in  his  land. 

In  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  New  York,  Chief  Justice  Denio  assumed, 
as  settled  beyond  question,  that  there  might  be  a  valid  prescription  by 
which  the  owner  of  land  might  become  bound  to  maintain  perpetually 
the  whole  of  the  division  fence  between  his  and  the  adjoining  land  ;  and 
said  that  he  did  not  entertain  any  doubt  "  but  that,  when  such  pre- 
scription is  established,  it  fastens  itself  upon  the  land  charged  with  the 
burden  and  in  favor  of  the  tenements  benefited  by  it."  Adams  v.  Van 
Alstyne,  25  N.  Y.  232,  235.  And  in  two  cases  in  inferior  courts  in  that 
State  covenants  to  erect  and  keep  in  repair  division  fences  have  been 
deemed  covenants  running  with  the  land  and  binding  the  assigns  of  the 
covenantor.  Blain  v.  Taylor,  19  Abbott  Pract.  228.  Duffy  v.  New 
York  &  Harlem  Railroad  Co.,  2  Hilton,  496. 

In  JZaster  v.  Little  Miami  Railroad  Co.,  14  Ohio  State,  48,  after  a 
careful  review  of  the  leading  cases  in  this  Commonwealth  and  else- 
where, a  positive  opinion  was  expressed  that,  in  a  deed  to  a  railroad 
corporation  of  a  right  of  way  over  land  of  the  grantor  on  which  its 
track  had  been  laid  out,  a  covenant  that  the  grantor,  his  heirs  and  as- 
signs, would  build  and  forever  keep  up  a  fence  on  each  side  thereof 
through  the  grantor's  land,  was  a  covenant  running  with  that  land  ;  and 
it  was  held,  that  an  assignee  of  that  land  was  so  far  bound  thereby  that 
he  could  derive  no  advantage  from  its  breach. 

The  only  difference^ of  opinion  manifested  in  the  cases  cited  at  t 
bar,  as  to  the  npr>Tflt.inrT_nf  an  ggvppmpnt  to  build  a__fence,  by  way  of 
charging  the  land  with  the  obligation,  has  been  where  it  expressed  the 
undertaking  of  the  grantee  in  a  deed  poll.  Jf  a  grantee  an.cppt,s  such  a 
deed,  a  promise  binding  himself  anrl  hig  rppjegentatives  personally  is 
doubtless  implied.  Minor  v.  Deland,  18  Pick.  266;  Newell  v.  Hill,  2 
Met.  180.  But  in  Parish  v.  Whitney,  3  Gray,  516,  it  was  held  that 
such  a  clause,  even  if  purporting  to  bind  the  grantee's  heirs  and  assigns, 
was  not  a  covenant  in  any  sense,  and  did  not  create  an  incumbrance 
upon  the  land.  If  that  decision  can  be  supported,  it  must  be  as  falling 
within  the  rules  that  no  easement  in  or  right  affecting  real  estate  can  be 
created  by  contract  of  the  part}*,  except  by  deed,  and  that  an  agree- 
ment not  sealed  by  the  party  who  is  to  perform  it  cannot  create  a  cove- 
nant or  run  with  the  land.  Dyer  v.  Sanford,  9  Met.  395  ;  Goddard 
\.  Dakin,  10  Met.  94 ;  Morse  v.  Copeland.  2  Gray,  302  ;  Maine  v. 
Cumston,  98  Mass.  317,  320  ;  Wright  v.  Wright,  21  Conn.  329,  342  ; 
Standen  v.  Chrismas,  10  Q.  B.  135  ;  Bickford  v.  Parson,  5  C.  B.  920. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  has  been  held  in  Vermont  and  New  Hampshire, 
that  such  a  promise  by  the  grantee  in  a  deed  poll,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
adjoining  laud  of  the  grantor,  who  retained  no  other  interest  in  the  land 
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granted,  was  equivalent  to  a  covenant  running  with  the  land,  and  cre- 
ated an  incumbrance  thereon.  Kdlogg  v.  Robinson,  6  Verm.  276  ; 
Jlurbank  v.  Pillsbury,  48  N.  H.  475.  But  the  present  case  does  not 
require  us  to  consider  the  effect  of  such  a  stipulation  when  not  under 
the  seal  of  the  promisor ;  nor  whether,  as  suggested  in  Burbank  \. 
Pillsbury,  an  obligation  not  amounting  to  a  covenant  or  other  charge 
upon  the  land,  but  which  might  be  enforced  by  a  court  of  chancen*  in 
its  discretion,  is  an  incumbrance,  the  effect  of  which  can  be  assessed  in 
damages  by  a  jury  in  a  court  of  common  law. 

In  the  deed  now  before  us,  the  covenant  to  maintain  a  fence  upon  the 
line  of  division  between  the  land  granted  to  the  railroad  corporation  and 
the  lands  retained  on  either  side  thereof  is  made  by  the  grantor,  and  is 
in  terms  declared  to  bind  his  heirs  and  assigns  and  to  be  intended  to 
be  perpetual  and  obligatory  upon  him  and  all  persons  who  shall  become 
owners  of  the  lands  on  each  side  of  the  railroad ;  and  this  obligation  is 
imposed  upon  all  of  them  only  as  owners  and  by  virtue  of  their  owner- 
ship. It  would  be  difficult  to  express  more  clearly  an  intention  that  the 
duty  of  maintaining  the  fence  should  be  a  charge  upon  these  lands  into 
whose  hands  soever  they  should  come.  The  manifest  purpose  was  to 
regulate  the  mode  of  occupying  the  lands  retained,  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  to  the  grantees  the  full  beneficial  use  of  the  land  granted,  by 
establishing  a  permanent  barrier  to  prevent  all  persons  and  cattle  from 
straying  upon  it.  The  necesskry  conclusion  is,  upon  principle  and  au- 
thority, that  the  terms  of  Coffin's  deed  conve}'ed  to  his  grantees  an  in- 
terest in  the  nature  of  an  easement  in  his  adjoining  lands,  and  thus 
created  a  sufficient  privity  of  estate  between  them  and  his  assigns  to 
support  the  covenant  to  maintain  the  fence  as  a  covenant  running  with 
the  lands  adjoining ;  and  that  such  easement  and  covenant  constituted 
an  incumbrance,  which  was  a  breach  of  the  covenant  against  incum- 
brances  in  the  subsequent  deed  to  the  plaintiff,  upon  which  this  action 
is  brought.  It  was  therefore  rightly  ruled  at  the  trial  that  the  clause  in 
Coffin's  deed  did  not  create  a  merel}'  personal  obligation,  but  constituted 
an  incumbrance  upon  his  adjoining  lands. 

Questions  have  sometimes  arisen  upon  the  effect  of  a  covenant,  the 
burden  of  which  runs  with  the  land,  as  against  an  assignee  of  part  of 
the  land  charged  with  the  burden.  Where,  thfi_assignees  are  tenants  in 
common,  they  have  been  held  jointly  liable  upon  the  covenant.  'Morse 
v.  Aldrich,  1  Met  544  ;  Merceron  v.  Doicson,  5  B.  &  C.  479 ;  s.  c.  8 
D.  &  R.  264.  Upon  covenants  to  keep  mj-epair^  the  assignee  of  part 
of  the  lamLJias  been  held  liable  for  not  repairing  his  part.  Shep. 
Touchst.  199  ;  Ards  v.  Watkin,  Cro.  Eliz.  637,  651 ;  Congham  v. 
King,  Cro.  Car.  221  ;  s.  c.  1  Rol.  Ab.  522 ;  W.  Jon.  245  ;  Bally  v. 
Wells,  Wilmot,  341,  346  ;  s.  c.  3  Wils.  25, 29  ;  Stevenson  v.  Lambard, 
2  East,  575,  580  ;  Com.  Dig.  Covenant,  C.  3.  And  in  Adams  v.  Van 
Alstyne,  25  N.  Y.  232,  235,  Chief  Justice  Denio  was  of  opinion  that 
every  part  of  the  premises  charged  with  maintaining  a  fence  was  as 
much  bound  as  the  whole  of  the  premises  originally  charged.  But  no 
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such  question  is  presented  by  the  case  at  bar.  The  land  conveyed  by 
the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff  included  the  line  upon  which  the  fence 
was  to  be  maintained  ;  and  no  point  appears  to  have  been  made  by  the 
defendants  at  the  trial,  that,  if  the  clause  in  Coffin's  deed  created  any 
charge  upon  the  plaintiffs  land,  it  did  not  affect  the  whole  of  it. 

The  obligation  to  maintain  the  fence,  being  a  continuing  charge  upon 
the  land,  was  not  impaired  by  the  omission  to  perform  it  for  more  than 
twenty  years,  without  any  evidence  of  its  having  been  released  or  ex- 
tinguished. Arnold  v.  Stevens,  24  Pick.  106  ;  Bannon  v.  Angler,  2 
Allen,  128. 

The  covenant  upon  which  this  action  is  brought  is  the  covenant 
against  incnmbrances  in  the  deed  to  the  plaintiff,  dated  May  24,  1866  ; 
the  breach  of  this  covenant  and  cause  of  this  action  arose  at  that  date, 
and  could  not  be  affected  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations  until  twenty  }-ears 
afterwards.  Clark  v.  Swift,  3  Met.  390.1 

After  this  decision  the  case  was  tried  in  the  Superior  Court  be- 
fore Bacon,  J.,  who  allowed  a  bill  of  exceptions  in  substance  as 
follows :  — 

The  land  in  question  is  situated  in  New  Bedford,  and  came  to  the 
defendants  under  the  will  of  the  late  Timothy  G.  Coffin,  and  was  a  por- 
tion of  his  farm. 

On  April  6,  1839,  the  said  Coffin  conveyed  a  strip  of  land,  fifty-five 
rods  in  length,  and  four  and  three  tenths  rods  wide,  running  through 
the  land  in  question,  to  the  New  Bedford  and  Taunton  Railroad  Com- 
pany, b}*  a  deed  which  contained  the  following  clause:  "I  the  said 
T.  G.  Coffin  hereb}'  covenant  that  I  and  my  heirs  and  assigns  will  make 
and  maintain  a  sufficient  fence  through  the  whole  length  of  that  part  of 
the  railroad  which  runs  through  my  farm,  this  covenant  of  maintaining 
the  fence  to  be  perpetual  and  obligatory  upon  me  and  all  persons  who 
shall  become  owners  of  the  land  on  each  side  of  said  railroad." 

The  land  conve3'ed  by  the  defendants  was  that  portion  of  the  farm 
which  lay  west  of  a  street  called  Acushnet  Avenue,  which  runs  nearh' 
parallel  with  the  railroad  and  at  a  distance  of  about  one  hundred  and 
four  rods  easterly  therefrom.  About  thirty  acres  thereof  lay  between 
the  avenue  and  the  railroad,  and  about  nine  acres  on  the  other  or 
westerly  side  of  the  railroad. 

The  plaintiff  contended  that  the  incumbrance  was  a  charge,  and  would 
continue  so  to  be  upon  all  the  land  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff,  and  not 
merely  upon  the  land  adjoining  the  railroad,  however  the  whole  land 
might  be  divided  into  lots  by  the  plaintiff  or  his  assigns,  and  convej'ed 
to  different  persons  in  severalty.  To  this  construction  of  the  covenant 
the  defendants  objected,  and  requested  the  judge  to  rule,  as  a  proper 
construction  thereof,  that  there  being  about  thirt}*  acres  on  the  east  side 

1  The  rest  of  the  opinion  is  omitted  ;  it  relates  to  the  kind  of  fence  to  be  main- 
tained, and  to  the  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  the  covenant.  For  error  in  the 
instruction  given  to  the  jury  on  this  latter  point,  a  new  trial  was  ordered. 
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of  the  railroad,  if  the  plaintiff  or  his  assigns  should  divide  twenty-five 
acres  of  the  land  nearest  to  Acushnet  Avenue  and  most  remote  from 
the  railroad  into  convenient  lots  of  one  acre  each,  leaving  a  lot  of  land 
of  about  five  acres  next  to  and  adjoining  the  railroad,  the  western  bound- 
ary of  which  should  be  the  entire  length  of  the  easterly  line  of  the  rail- 
road, and  the  eastern  boundary  line  thereof  parallel  thereto  and  extending 
from  the  southern  to  the  northern  line  of  the  plaintiffs  land,  and  then 
should  conve}'  each  of  those  one  acre  lots  to  different  persons,  making 
twent3*-five  several  owners  of  one  acre  of  land  each,  each  separated 
from  the  railroad  by  the  said  five  acre  lot,  the  incumbrance  would  not 
be  a  charge  upon  either  of  these  one  acre  lots,  but  would  remain  only 
as  a  charge  upon  the  five  acre  lot,  and  the  burden  of  fencing,  under  the 
covenant,  would  be  upon  whomsoever  was  or  became  the  owner  of  that 
five  acre  lot. 

The  judge  refused  so  to  rule  ;  but  ruled  that  the  incumbrance  would  be 
and  remain  a  charge  upon  the  whole  of  the  land  granted  to  the  plaintiff, 
and,  in  whatever  form  it  might  hereafter  be  divided  into  lots  of  any 
size  and  conveyed  to  different  grantees,  the  incumbrance  would  still  be 
a  charge  upon  each  separate  lot,  however  remote  from  the  railroad,  and 
the  burden  of  fencing  would  continue  to  be  a  charge  in  common  upon 
every  lot,  and  upon  each  lot  in  common  with  all  the  other  lots  by 
whomsoever  owned. 

The  defendants  made  a  similar  request  for  ruling  in  regard  to  the  land 
lying  on  the  west  side  of  the  railroad  •  which  was  refused.  The  defend- 
ants also  asked  the  judge  to  rule  that  the  covenant  to  maintain  a  fence 
on  the  west  side  of  the  railroad  b}'  the  terms  of  Coffin's  deed  did  not 
constitute  an  incumbrance  on  the  land  lying  on  the  east  side  of  the  rail- 
road. The  judge  refused  so  to  rule,  and  ruled  that  it  did  constitute 
an  incumbrance  on  all  the  plaintiff's  land  on  the  east  side  of  the  rail- 
road as  well  as  on  the  west  side,  however  it  might  be  divided  and 
whoever  became  owners  thereof. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  assessing  the  damages  in 
the  sum  of  81,500  ;  and  the  defendants  alleged  exceptions. 

MORTON,  J.  At  the  trial  the  plaintiff  contended  that  the  burden  of 
maintaining  the  fence  "  was  a  charge  and  would  continue  so  to  be  upon 
all  the  land  combed  to  the  plaintiff,  and  not  merely  upon  the  land  ad- 
joing  the  railroad,  however  the  whole  land  might  be  divided  into  lots 
by  the  plaintiff  or  his  assigns  and  conveyed  to  different  persons  in 
severally." 

To  meet  this  argument,  the  defendants  requested  the  court  to  rule,  in 
substance,  that  if  the  plaintiff  should  divide  the  land  now  owned  by  him 
into  lots  and  should  sell  the  lots  remote  from  the  railroad,  leaving  a  lot 
intervening  betweem  them  and  the  railroad,  the  burden  of  maintaining 
the  fence  would  not  attach  to  or  be  an  incumbrance  upon  such  remote 
lots.  The}*  also  requested  the  court  to  rule  that  the  covenant  to  main- 
tain a  fence  on  the  west  side  of  the  railroad  did  not  constitute  an  incum- 
brance upon  the  land  on  the  east  side. 
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The  presiding  judge  refused  these  requests,  and  ruled  that  the  in- 
curabrance  was  a  charge  upon  the  whole  of  the  laud  granted  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  if  the  land  was  divided  into  lots  which  were  conveyed  to 
different  grantees,  the  burden  of  maintaining  the  fence  would  continue 
to  be  a  charge  upon  each  and  every  lot,  however  remote  from  the  rail- 
road. 

This  presents  the  question,  adverted  to  but  not  decided  in  the  former 
opinion  in  this  case,  as  to  the  effect  of  a  covenant  which  runs  with  the 
land,  as  against  an  assignee  of  part  of  the  land  charged  with  the  bur- 
den ;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  instructions  upon  this  question 
were  erroneous.  In  cases  of  covenants  running  with  land,  the  as- 
signee of  the  covenantor  is  bound,  not  by  reason  of  any  privity  of  con- 
tract with  the  covenantee,  but  solely  b}T  reason  of  his  privity  of  estate. 
As  stated  in  the  former  opinion,  "  in  order  to  make  a  covenant  run  with 
the  land  of  the  covenantor  and  bind  his  heirs  and  assigns,  the  covenan- 
tee must,  according  to  all  the  authorities,  have  such  an  interest  in  that 
land  as  to  amount  to  a  privity  of  estate  between  the  parties  to  the  cove- 
nant." 108  Mass.  180.  And  it  was  held  that  the  terms  of  Coffin's  deed 
conveyed  to  his  grantees  an  interest  in  the  nature  of  an  easement  in  his 
adjoining  lands,  and  thus  created  a  sufficient  privity  of  estate  between 
them  and  his  assigns  to  support  the  covenant  to  maintain  the  fence  as  a 
covenant  running  with  the  lands  adjoining.  The  covenant  runs  with 
the  adjoining  land  of  the  grantor,  not  because  such  land  is  regarded  as 
a  security  for  the  performance  of  the  covenant,  but  because  he,  exer- 
cising his  rights  as  owner,  has  qualified  and  restricted  the  mode  of  oc- 
cupying and  enjoying  the  land  retained,  and  has  imposed  upon  it  a 
servitude  for  the  benefit  of  his  grantees.  It  runs  with  the  land  to  which 
the  servitude  is  attached,  but  no  further.  If-lhe  grantor^  or  hisjissign 
should  sell  ajDortion  of  the  whole  lot,  so  situated  that  the  easemenT"c?r 
servitude,  from  itsl  nature,  would  rio^attach_to  or  affect  it,  we  see^no 
reason  why  the  covenant  should  run  with  such  portion. 

SupptfseTfor  instance,  the  owner  of  a  large  tract  oTTand  should  sell  a 
part  of  it  and  covenant  that  his  grantee  should  enjoy  a  right  of  way, 
defined  by  metes  and  bounds,  over  the  land  retained  b}-  him,  and  should 
afterwards  sell  a  lot  remote  from  the  way.  The  covenant  is  one  which 
runs  with  the  land  ;  but  upon  what  principle  can  it  run  with  such  remote 
lot  so  as  to  bind  the  purchaser?  The  waj*  does  not  touch  this  lot ;  it  is 
not  an  incumbrance  or  easement  upon  it.  There  is  no  privit}"  of  estate 
between  such  purchaser  and  the  original  covenantee  or  his  assigns.  The 
easement  which  is  the  medium  which  creates  the  privity  of  estate  does 
not  attach  to  or  affect  his  land. 

The  same  considerations  apply  to  the  case  at  bar.  In  the  case  sup- 
posed in  the  instructions  given  to  the  jur}r,  the  remote  lot  has  no  duty 
or  obligation,  inherent  in  or  incident  to  it,  as  to  the  fence  between  the 
railroad  and  the  intervening  lot. 

Under  our  laws,  the  owner  is  required  to  maintain  one  half  of  the 
division  fence  between  his  lot  and  the  lot  adjoining  it ;  but  whether  a 
VOL.  ii.  —  22 
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fence  is  maintained  between  such  adjoining  lot  and  the  railroad,  does 
not  concern  or  affect  his  land.  The  easement,  or  servitude  in  the  na- 
ture of  an  easement,  which  Coffin  imposed  upon  his  land  adjoining  the 
railroad,  is  in  its  nature  such,  that  it  does  not  reach  or  affect  the  remote 
lot  after  a  division,  and  the  covenant  in  support  of  it  does  not  relate  to 
the  mode  of  occupying  and  enjoying  such  lot. 

There  is  therefore  no  privity  of  estate  between  the  owner  and  the 
original  covenantee,  and  it  follows  that  he  cannot  be  held  liable  on  the 
covenant. 

It  is  true  that  this  question  did  not  properly  arise  at  the  trial.  The 
plaintiff  owns  all  the  land  retained  by  Coffin  on  both  sides  of  the  rail- 
road, and  by  reason  of  his  ownership  of  the  adjoining  land  is  bound  by 
the  covenant  to  maintain  all  the  fence.  But  the  argument  of  counsel 
and  the  instructions  of  the  court  upon  this  point  would  naturally  tend 
to  mislead  the  jurj-  and  inflame  the  damages,  and  therefore  we  think 
there  should  be  a  new  trial.  As,  however,  the  question  of  the  defend- 
ants' liability  has  been  fairly  tried,  the  case  should  be  opened  only  upon 
the  question  of  damages.1  Exceptions  sustained. 


SECTION  IV. 

EXTINCTION   OF   EASEMENTS.       LICENSES. 

NOTE.  —  One  mode,  as  will  be  seen,  of  extinguishing  an  easement,  is  by  the  owner 
of  the  dominant  tenement  granting  to  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement  a  license  to 
create  a  state  of  things  inconsistent  with  the  existence  of  the  easement,  and  by  the 
owner  of  the  servient  tenement  acting  upon  the  license.  In  this  place  have  been  put  the 
cases  illustrating  the  revocability  or  irrevocability  of  licenses,  although  some  of  them 
relate  to  the  creation  and  not  to  the  extinction  of  rights  ;  for  the  development  of  the 
law  on  the  subject  has  taken  such  a  course  that  it  is  instructive,  if  not  necessary,  to 
bring  the  whole  subject  of  licenses  together. 


FENTIMAN  v.   SMITH. 
KING'S  BENCH.     1803. 

[Reported  4  East,  107.] 

IN  an  action  on  the  case  for  diverting  a  watercourse  from  the  plain- 
tiff's mill,  the  declaration  stated  that  whereas  the  plaintiff  on  the  1st  of 
January,  1803,  and  long  before,  was  and  still  is  lawfully  possessed  of 

1  Part  of  the  case,  relating  to  another  matter,  is  omitted. 
See  Kennedy  v.  Oiccn,  136  Mass.  199. 
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a  certain  cotton  mill,  with  the  appurtenances,  situate  at  Addingham,  in 
the  county  of  York,  near  to  two  certain  rivulets  there  called  the  Town  //^v./ 
Beck  and  the  Back  Beck,  the  water  of  which  rivulet  called  the  Back     — 
Beck  until  the  interruption  complained  of  had  flowed  into  and  still  of 
right  ought  to  flow  into  the  Town  Beck  by  means  of  a  certain  tunnel  or 
goit  there  above  the  plaintiff's  weir  there  erected  across  the  Town  Beck 
a  little  above  the  said  mill ;  and  the  plaintiff  by  reason  of  his  possession- 
ofthe  said  mill,  during  all  the  time  of  working  the  same,  of  right  ought  | 
to  have  had,  and  still  of  right  ought  to  have,  the  use  and  benefit  of 
both  the  said  rivulets  called  the  Town  Beck  and  Back  Beck :  yet  the 
defendant,  knowing  the  premises,  and  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  part  of 
the  use  and  benefit  of  his  said  mill  with  the  appurtenances,  whilst  the 
plaintiff  was  so  possessed  thereof  as  aforesaid  at,  &c.,  cut  a  channel,  &c.,( 
whereby  the  water  of  the  Back  Beck  was  diverted  from  running  into 
the  said  tunnel  or  goit,  and  so  to  the  mill,  and  the  plaintiff  was  pre- 
vented from  working  his  said  mill,  &c. 

At  the  trial  before  Rooke,  J.,  at  the  last  assizes  at  York,  it  appeared 
in  evidence  that  the  tunnel  or  goit  which  was  made  and  fixed  into  the 
ground  with  stone- work,  had  been  made  in  part  over  an  old  road  pur-          ^~€^^_ 
chased  by  the  defendant  about  eight  years  ago  for  a  guinea,  who  at  that 
time  agreed  for  the  same  price  to  let  the  plaintiff  la}'  the  tunnel  there 
for  the  purpose  of  conveying  the  water  to  the  mill ;  that  the  defendant 
even  assisted  at  the  making  of  the  tunnel  under  the  plaintiff's  directions  ; 
but  no  conveyance  was  made  of  the  land  to  the  plaintiff.     The  guinea 
was  afterwards  tendered  to  the  defendant,  but  he  refused  to  receive  it      -  .    /T^T 
or  to  give  his  assent  to  the  continuance  of  the  tunnel,  and  made  the  ^T"  . 
obstruction  complained  of.     It  was  objected  on  the  part  of  the  defend-  -^/^v^vt- 
ant,  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  be  nonsuited,  this  being  a  right  claimed        /*. 
in  or  over  the  land,  which  could  not  pass  by  parol  license  without  deed  ;  ' 
and  the  declaration  states  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  the  goit  by 
reason  of  his  possession  of  the  mill,  whereas  it  appeared  that  he  had  it   ^^x^C  *•  £ 
by  virtue  of  the  agreement.     But  the  learned  judge  refused  to  nonsuit  /.  /i^«-    <~ 
the  plaintiff,  on  the  ground  that  as_thft  agreement  was  made  in  respect  ** 
of  the  mill,  and  as  it  might  be  disputable  whether  if  the  mill  were  taken/)- 
away  the  plaintiflTcouliL  havp  a  right  to  the  water  for  otherjmrposesT^ 
the  declaration  stated  the  right  with  sufficient  correctness^  and 
claim  might  be  supported  without  deed,  but  reserved  the  point.     The' 
defendant  then  called  witnesses,  and  there  was  a  verdict  for  the 
tiff  with  nominal  damages. 

Park  and  Topping  showed  cause  shortly  against  a  rule  for  setting  ^^ 
aside  the  verdict  and  entering  a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  it  wasf^^^V^H 
sufficient  for  the  plaintiff  against  a  wrong-doer  to  declare  upon 
possession  of  the  mill  with  the  appurtenances.     But 

LORD  ELLENBOROUGH,  C.  J.,  said,  that  such  an  allegation  could 
be  sustained  without  showing  that  the  appurtenances  were  legally  such.1 
Now  here  the  title  to  have  the  water  flowing  in  the  tunnel  over  the  de-jT 
fendant's  land  could  not  pass  by  parol  license  without  deed ;  and  the^<- 
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plaintiff  could  not  be  entitled  to  it,, 


in  the_den1flTfl.t.ion1  by  rea- 
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son  of  his  possea&ion  of  the  mi7£_but  he  had  it  by  the  license  of  the 
defendant,  or  by  contract  with  him  ;  and  if  by  license,  it  was  revocable 
at  any  time.  The  enjoyment  with  the  defendant's  assent  was  not  left 
as  evidence  to  the  fuia^to  presume  a  grant^Jbut  it  was  supposed  that  it 
gave  a  title  in  point  of  law,  which  it  clearly  did  not. 

PER  CURIAM.  "    -. . Rule  absolute.1 

Cockell,   Serjt.,  Holroyd  and  Hardy,  were  to  have  supported  the 
rule. 


WINTER  v.   BROCKWELL. 

KING'S  BENCH.     1807. 

{Reported  8  East,  308.] 

THIS  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  a  nuisance,  wherein  the  plaintiff 
complained,  that  being  lawfull}-  possessed  of  a  dwolljng-hnnsp.  with  the 
appurtenances  in  Long  Acre,  &c.  (Westminster),  into_sKhjch  the  light 
and  air  entered  by^ means  of  a  window  from  A.  nnrtnin  open  area  be- 
tween the  said  window  and  an  adjoining  house ;  by  means  of  which 
open  area  also  noisome  smells  wliiHi  n^rn^  from  th°  adjoining  house 
evaporated,  without  occasioning  any  nuisance  to  the  occupier  of  the 
)D     fi   1 1*7 plaintiff's  house  :  the  defendant,  wrongfully  planpd  a  skylighjix>vej^the  area 
•    i)  :  above  th^_j2laiJitifl^gjKijidQw,  by  means  of  which  the  light  and  air  were 

prevented  from  entering  the  plaintiff's  window  into  his  house,  and  noisome 
smells  arising  from  the  adjoining  house  were  prevented  from  evaporat- 
ing, and  entered  the  plaintiff's  dwelling-house,  &c.  Plea,  the  general 
issue.  At  the  trial  before  Lord Ellenborough,  C.  J.,  at  the  last  sittings 
at  Westminster,  the  defence  set  up  was  that  the  area  wJiiek— belonged 
to  the  defendant's  house  had  been  enclosed  and  covered  by  a  skylight 
(in  the  manner  °*°t°/:!)  ™I'+VI>HP  p^prp^'i  nnnnrnt  nnrl  nppmbntinn  of  the 
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plaintiff,  obtained  before  the  enclosure  jwas_made,  who  also  gave  leave 
to  have  pai-t  of  the  framework  nailed  against  his  wall.     But  some  time 
|  affar  it  wnfi  fi"''shpd  flip  plnintiff  nbjprtrd  to  it,  and  gave  notice  to  have 
V^^iA     it  removed.     But  his  lordship  was  of  opinion,  that  the  licensegiven  by 
l>the  plaintiff  to  erect  the  skylight!  hnv'^r  brrn  nrtrd  upon  by/rhT  de- 
_jfendant,  "Tind  the  expense  incurred,  could  not.  b°   ror>ol1M,   n,p£J   the 
*^    defendant  ma,de_a-jEwmg4oer,  —  at  least  not  without  putting  him  in  the 


*  "  A  right  of  way  or  a  right  of  passage  for  water  (where  it  does  not  create  an  inter- 
,  _  est  in  the  land),  is  an  incorporeal  right,  and  stands  upon  the  same  footing  with  other 
f      incorporeal  rights,  such  as  rights  of  common,  rents,  advowsons,  &c.     It  lies  not  in 
livery,  but  in  grant,  and  a  freehold  interest  in  it  cannot  he  created  or  passed  (even  if 
a  chattel  interest  may,  which  I  think  it  cannot),  otherwise  than  by  deed."     Per  BAY- 
LET,  J.,  in  Hewlins  v.  Shippam,   5  B.  &  C.  221,  229  (1826). 
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same  situation  as  before,  by  offering  to  pay  all  the  expenses  which  had 
been  incurred  in  consequence  of  it ;  and  under  this  direction  the 
defendant  obtained  a  verdict. 

Wigley  (in  the  absence  of  the  Attorney-General)  now  moved  for  a 
new  trial ;  but  after  stating  the  point,1 

LORD  ELLENBOROUGH,  C.  J.,  said  that  the  Attorney-General,  who  led 
*the  cause  at  the  trial,  had  himself  mentioned  this  case  at  the  beginning 
term,  in  the  argument  of  the  case  of  the  Quarriers  in  the  Isle  of 
:,  certainly  without  intimating  any  disapprobation  of  the  opin- 
ion which  had  been  delivered  at  the  trial,  but  insisting  upon  it  in  sup- 
port of  his  argument.     His  Lordship  added  that  the  point  was  new  to 
L^,  him  when  it  occurred  at  the  trial ;  but  he  then  thought  it  very  unreason- 
able, that  after  a  party  had  been  led  to  incur  expense  in  consequence 
of  having  obtained  a  license  from  another  to  do  an  act,  and  that  the 
license  had  been  acted  upon,  that  other  should  be  permitted  to  recall 
his  license  and  treat  the  first  as  a  trespasser  for  having  done  that  very 
That  he  had  afterwards  looked  into  the  books  upon  this  point, 
and  found  himself  justified  by  the  case  of  Web  v.  Paternoster  (best 
reported  in  Palmer,  71,  but  reported  also  in  other  books,  Poph.  151 ; 
2  Roll.  Rep.  143,  152),  where  Haughton,  J.,  lays  down  the  rule,  that  a 
license  executed  is  not  countermand  able,  but  only  when  it  is  executory. 
And  here  the  license  was  executed. 
Wigley  thereupon  waived  his  motion.2 

1  A  doubt  was  also  suggested,  which  was  stated  and  overruled  at  the  trial,  whether 
a  parol  license,  as  this  was,  was  good  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  as  relating  to  an  inter- 
est in  land.     See  Wood  v.  Lake,  Sayer's  RepTS,  and  Crosby  v.  Wadsworth,  6  East, 
602.  —  REP. 

2  "All  that  the  defendant  there  [in  Winter  v.  Brockwelt]  did,  be  did  upon  hisown 
land.     He  rhimfifl  nn  right  nr  frnmnrnt  npnn  tllft  plaintiff's.     Thejlaintitf  claimed  a 
right  and  easement  against  him  j  viz.T  the  nrivilpcw  nf  light  nnil  iiii   Ihrnngli  jrnrlnr 
window,  and  a  free  passage  for  the  smells  of  an  adjoining  house  through  defendant's 
area  :  and  the  only  point  decided  there  was,  that  as  the  plaintiff  had  consented  to  the 
obstruction  of  such  his  easement,  and  had  allowed  the  defendant  to  incur  expense  in 
making  such  obstruction,  he  could  not  retract  that  consent  without  reimbursing  the 
defendant  that  expense.     But  that  was  not  the  case  of  the  grant  of  an  easement  to  be 
exercised  upon  the  grantor's  land,  but  a  permission  to  the  grantee  to  use  his  own  land 
in  a  way  in  which,  but  for  an  easement  of  the  plaintiff's,  such  grantee  would  have  had 
a  clear  right  to  use  it."     Per  BAYLEY,  J.,  in  Hewlins  v.  Shippam,  5  B.  &  C.  221,  233 
(1826). 
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HOLMES  v.    GORING. 

COMMON  PLEAS.     1824. 

[Reported  2  Sing.  76.] 

THESE  were  actions  of  trespass  Jbr  breaking  and  entering  plaintiffs 
close  at  Lymister,  otherwise  Leominster,  in  Sussex,  and  forcing  and 
breaking  open  his  gate  and  its  fastenings. 

The  defendant  Goring  pleaded,  first,  Not  guiltj*,  on  which  issue  was 
Joined  ;  secondl}*,  A  right  of  way  of  necessity,  alleging  that  the  close  in 
which,  &c.,  together  with  another  close  adjoining  on  the  east,  did  lie 
between  two  other  closes  belonging  to  the  defendant,  and  in  the  occu- 
pation of  William  Elliott,  as  his  tenant ;  that  the  defendant,  at  the  time 
of  the  convej'ance  afterwards  stated,  was  seised  of  all  the  four  closes, 
and  on  the  7th  October,  1801,  enfeoffed  George  Duke  of  the  close  in 
which,  &c.,  and  the  other  close  adjoining  thereto  on  the  east,  and  that 
at  the  time  of  the  feoffment,  defendant  had  no  other  way  to  one  of 
the  said  closes  in  the  occupation  of  Elliott  but  over  the  close  in  which, 
&c.,  and  the  other  close  adjoining  thereto  on  the  east,  and  was  there- 
fore entitled  to,  and  still  of  right  ought  to  have  for  himself  and  tenants 
a  convenient  and  necessary  way  thereto  over  the  close  in  which,  &c., 
and  in  the  exercise  thereof  committed  the  supposed  trespasses. 

Replication,  that  the  defendant  had  not  necessarily,  and  of  right 
ought  not  to  have  had,  and  still  of  right  ought  not  to  have  for  himself 
and  tenants  such  convenient  and  necessaiy  way  as  in  the  said  second 
plea  mentioned,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  that  plea  alleged. 

The  plaintiff  also  made  new  assignment. 

Issue  was  joined  on  the  above  replication  to  the  special  plea,  and 
also  upon  a  plea  of  Not  guilty  to  trespasses  newly  assigned. 

These  issues  came  on  to  be  tried  at  the  Sussex  Spring  Assizes,  1822, 
before  Wood,  B.,  and  a  special  jury,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the 
plaintiff  on  the  issues  joined  on  the  plea  of  JNbt  guilty  to  the  declaration, 
with  Is.  damages;  and  for  the  defendant  on  the  issue  on  the  plea  of 
Not  guilty  to  the  new  assignment,  and  on  the  replication  to  the  second 
plea,  —  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon  a  case  in  substance  as 
follows :  — 

Previously  to  the  year  1 798,  the  defendant  was  seised  in  fee  of  the 
first  and  fourth  of  four  closes,1  called  the  Brooks  (in  the  parish  of  Ly- 
mister  in  Sussex) ,  extending  in  a  line  eastward  from  the  Littlehampton 
and  Arundel  Road  which  skirted  the  western  side  of  the  first  close ; 
and  having  no  means  of  approach  from  the  Arundel  Road  to  the  fourth 
close  without  passing  through  the  third,  enjoyed  a  right  of  way  out  of 

1  See  the  plan  in  the  next  page. 
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the  first  close  through  the  south  end  of  the  second  and  third  closes  into 
the  fourth. 

In  1798,  the  defendant  being  then   g.nd  still  gpjsed  in  fop  of  n.  fifth 


close,  in  the  occupation  of  Mrg-^Falormpr.,  whinh.  extended  from  the 
Arundel  Road  along  ttie  south  side  of  the  first,  second,  and  a  part  of 
the  third  close,  —  ^and  of  a  seventh,  which  extended  along  the  south 
side  of  the  fourth  close,  —  purchased  in  fee  the  sixth  close,  which  ex- 
tended along  the  residue  of  the  south  side  of  the  third  ;  and  also  pur- 
chased in  fee  the  second  and  third  closes,  subject  to  a  term  in  George 
Duke,  to  expire  in  1807. 

In  1801,  the  defendant  conveyed  to  George  Duke  by  feoffinent  in  fee 
the  second  and  third  closes,  together  with  a  slip  out  of  the  sixth,  ex- 
tending from  the  south  side  of  the  third  to  the  south  side  of  and  bisect- 
ing the  sixth  close,  and  another  slip  extending  from  the  south  side  of 
the  fourth,  along  the  western  and  down  to  the  south  side  of  the  seventh 
close. 


North. 
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South. 

Phese  two  slips,  out  of  the  sixth  and  seventh  closes,  the  defends 
>urchased  in  fee  of  George  Duke  about  the  }'ear  1810. 

The  plaintiff,  who  held  the  second  and  third  closes  under  Duke, 
brought  this  action  against  the  defendant  for  entering  the  second  close 
in  1820,  in  the  exercise  of  his  alleged  right  of  way  over  it. 

It  appeared  in  evidence,  that  at  the  time  when  the  oldest  witnesses 
remembered  the  premises  (about  seventy  years  back),  the  four  closes 
called  the  Brooks  were  all  occupied  by  one  Amey,  and  after  him  by  one 
Ridding ;  but  that  about  forty  years  ago,  and  since,  one  Stevens,  and 
after  him  Ridding,  held  the  two  outer  ones,  Duke  then  holding  the  two 
middle  ones  only,  and  that  as  far  back  as  living  memory  could  reach, 
there  had  been  a  gate  leading  from  close  1  into  the  highway  from 
Arundel  to  Littlehampton,  and  also  gates  of  communication  between 
the  closes  1,  2,  3,  and  4,  respectively  at  the  southwest  corners  of  each 
of  the  three  last  of  them,  and  during  that  time,  until  such  obstruction 
as  in  the  said  second  plea  mentioned,  the  occupier  for  the  _time  being 

•c 
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of  the  close  4,  had  been  accustomed  to  drive  wagons  and  carts  from 
the  highway  over  the  southern  extremity  of  the  closes  1,  2,  and  3,  into 
close  4,  and  so  back  again,  for  the  convenience,  use,  and  occupation  of 
the  said  last-mentioned  close. 

The  plaintiff  contended,  that  from  the  time  of  the  feoffment  in  1801, 
the  defendant  and  his  tenant,  even  though  the}'  should  up  to  that  time 
have  had  a  way  of  necessity  over  the  locus  in  quo,  ought  to  have  gone 
from  the  Arundel  Road  over  his  own  land,  the  fifth  close,  towards  close 
3,  without  going  over  the  close  2  ;  and  that  at  the  time  of  the  tres- 
passes, they  might  and  ought  to  have  gone  from  the  Arundel  Road  into 
close  4,  entirely  over  closes  5  and  6,  defendant's  own  lands. 

The  defendant  contended  that  the  necessity  of  the  way  was  to  be 
considered  with  reference  to  the  situation  of  the  properties  at  the  date 
of  the  feoffment. 

The  learned  Baron,  in  an  early  stage  of  the  trial,  required  that  these 
points,  if  raised  by  the  evidence,  should  be  reserved  for  the  opinion  of 
the  court.  The  jury  found  that  the  ancient  and  usual  way  from  and  to 
close  4,  had  been  and  was  immemorially  over  said  closes  3,  2,  and  1, 
into  the  said  highwa}'.  • 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was,  whether,  under  the 
circumstances  above  mentioned,  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a  ver- 
dict on  the  issue  so  joined  on  the  replication  to  the  second  plea,  and  if 
the  court  should  be  of  opinion  in  the  affirmative,  the  verdict  was  to  be 
entered,  and  defendant  to  have  judgment  according  to  that  opinion  ; 
but  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion,  on  the  other  hand,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  that  issue,  then  the  verdict  was  to  be 
entered  for  the  plaintiff  generally. 

In  the  other  action  against  Elliott,  Goring's  tenant,  there  was  a  third 
plea,  stating  a  right  of  way  by  non-existing  grant ;  and  in  which  it 
appeared  that  Elliott  had  married  Mrs.  Falconer,  and  occupied  close  5. 
In  other  respects,  the  two  cases  were  alike. 

This  case  was  argued  twice  :  by  Lens  and  Taddy^  Serjts.,  in  Trinity 
Term,  1823,  and  by  Bosanquet  and  Taddy,  Serjts.,  in  this  term 
(Easter,  1824). 

BEST,  C.  J.  Substantial!}'  there  is  no  difference  between  these  two 
cases ;  in  the  second  there  is  a  plea  of  a  way  by  prescription,  but  as 
that  has  been  extinguished  by  unity  of  possession,  the  point  to  be  de- 
cided is  in  effect  the  same  in  both,  and  the  question  is,  Whether  or  no 
the  defendant  is  entitled  to  a  way  of  necessity  over  the  plaintiffs  close. 
This  is  an  action  for  a  trespass  committed  in  the  close  No.  2,  to  which 
the  defendant  has  pleaded,  that  in  1801  he  enfeoffed  George  Duke  of 
the  close  in  which,  &c.,  and  that  at  the  time  of  the  feoffment  he  had  no 
way  to  his  own  close  except  over  the  close  in  which,  &c.,  and  was  there- 
fore entitled  to  a  convenient  and  necessary  way  to  his  own  close,  over 
the  close  in  which,  &c. ;  so  that  the  issue  to  be  tried  was  whether  or  no 
he  had  any  other  way?  Considering  that  as  the  question,  much  that 
has  to-day  been  advanced  in  argument  has  no  bearing  upon  it ;  because 
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if  the  defendant  has  not  made  out  that  he  had  no  other  way,  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  judgment.  But  I  had  rather  take  the  case  on  the 
broad  ground  on  which  it  has  been  argued,  than  on  this  narrow  ground. 
The  plaintiff  complains  that  the  defendant  has  trespassed  on  his  land  ;  the 
defendant  insists  that  he  was  entitled  to  pass  over  it  in  the  enjoyment 
of  a  way  of  necessity  :  all  the  four  closes,  he  says,  were  originally  his,  and 
he  was  then  accustomed  to  pass  from  the  first  unto  the  fourth  ;  he  parted 
with  the  two  in  the  middle,  and  contends  that  it  is  still  necessary  for 
him  to  pass  through  them.  On  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  it  is  asserted,  that 
this  necessity  does  not  exist ;  that  at  the  time  of  the  trespass  he  might 
have  passed  from  close  4  into  his  own  land,  close  6,  and  thence  over 
his  own  land  into  the  high  road  ;  or  that,  at  all  events,  and  at  all  times, 
he  might  have  passed  out  of  close  3  into  close  5,  and  so  have  avoided 
close  2,  the  lacus-ixr-quQ.  My  judgment  will  be  on  the_latter  course  ; 
if  the  defendant  could  have  pursued  that,  and  I  am  o£opinion  he  could, 
he  is  entitled  to  no  way  of  necessity.  It  has  been  contended  that  we 
are  to  look  to  the  state  of  things  at  the  time  of  the  feoffment,  and  that 
at  that  time  the  defendant  could  not  have  passed  into  close  5,  because 
it  was  in  the  occupation  of  Mrs.  Falconer ;  if  so,  the  defendant  ought 
to  have  shown  in  her  an  interest  sufficient  to  exclude  him ;  instead  of 
that,  the  case  only  states  that  she  was  in  the  occupation  of  close  5,  — a 
statement  consistent  with  a  mere  tenancy  at  will,  which  the  defendant 
might  at  any  time  have  determined.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  he  ought 
to  have  passed  from  close  3  into  close  5,  and  if  so,  he  could  not  claim 
a  way  of  necessity  over  close  2.  On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  the  case 
has  been  put  on  its  right  ground.  If  I  have  four  fields,  and  grant  away 
two  of  them,  over  which  I  have  been  accustomed  to  pass,  the  law  will 
presume  that  I  reserve  a  right  of  way  to  those  which  I  retain  ;  but  what 
right?  the  same  as  existed  before?  No  ;  the  old  right  is  extinguished, 
and  the  new  way  arises  out  of  the  necessity  of  the  thing.  The  passage 
which  has  been  cited  from  Serjt.  Williams's  note  contains  a  complete 
answer  to  the  argument  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  "A  way  of 
necessity,  when  the  nature  of  it  is  considered,  will  be  found  to  be  noth- 
ing else  than  a  wa}*  by  grant ; "  but  a  grant  of  no  more  than  the  circum- 
stances which  raise  the  implication  of  necessity  require  should  pass.  If  it 
were  otherwise,  this  inconvenience  might  follow,  that  a  party  might  re- 
tain a  way  over  1,000  yards  of  another's  land,  when  by  a  subsequent 
purchase  he  might  reach  his  destination  by  passing  over  100  yards  of  his 
own.  A  grant,  therefore,  arising  out  of  the  implication  of  necessity, 
cannot  be  carried  farther  than  the  necessity  of  the  case  requires ;  and 
this  principle  consists  with  all  the  cases  which  have  been  decided.  It 
has  been  argued,  that  the  new  grant  operates  as  a  prevention  of  the 
extinguishment  of  the  old  right  of  way ;  but  there  is  not  a  single  case 
which  bears  out  that  proposition,  or  which  does  not  imply  the  contrarj*. 
By  the  grant  a  new  way  is  created,  and  that  way  is  limited  by  neces- 
sity. Serjt.  Williams  sa}*s,  "  Where  a  man  having  a  close  surrounded 
with  his  own  land  grants  the  close  to  another,  the  grantee  shall  have  a 
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way  to  the  close  over  the  grantor's  land,  as  incident  to  the  grant;  for 
without  it  he  cannot  derive  any  benefit  from  the  grant.  So  it  is  where 
he  grants  the  land,  and  reserves  the  close  to  himself."  What  way  is  it 
the  grantee  shall  have?  not  the  old,  but  a  new  way,  limited  by  the 
necessity.  The  case  of  BucTfby  v.  Coles  [5  Taunt.  311]  is  not  very 
clearly  reported,  and  I  do  not  altogether  understand  it ;  but  in  Clarke 
v.  Cogge  [Cro.  Jac.  170]  the  court  says  that  "  although  the  grantor  in 
such  a  case  reserve  not  a  way,  it  shall  be  reserved  for  him  by  law ; " 
that  is,  not  the  old  way,  but  a  new  one  of  necessity,  if  he  hath  not  any 
other  way.  In  Jorden  v.  Atwood  [Owen,  121],  Popham,  C.  J.,  says 
that,  "  if  a  man  had  three  fields  adjoining,  and  makes  a  feoffment  of 
the  middle  field,  the  feoffee  shall  have  a  way  (not  the  way)  to  this 
through  the  other  close."  Then  in  Packer  v.  Welsted  [2  Sid.  39],  it 
was  expressly  found  that  the  party  had  not  any  other  way  ;  but  in  the 
present  case  there  might  be  a  sufficient  way  reserved,  although  the  de- 
fendant should  never  pass  over  close  2.  The  claim,  therefore,  to  a  way 
of  necessit}'  is  completely  answered  ;  and  as  for  a  way  by  prescription, 
it  cannot  for  a  moment  be  doubted  that  such  a  way  was  extinguished 
by  unit}'  of  possession.  I  think,  therefore,  that  on  the  present  occasion 
our  judgment  must  be  for  the  plaintiff. 

PARK,  J.  On  the  former  argument,  Dallas,  C.  J.,  and  the  rest  of  the 
court  were  satisfied  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judgment,  but 
granted  a  second  argument  at  the  instigation  of  the  defendant's  counsel. 
I  am  still  of  the  same  opinion,  and  that,  from  what  appears  on  the  face 
of  the  plea.  The  defendant  states  that  he  had  no  other  way  at  the  time 
of  the  feoffment;  but  that  assertion  has  not  been  made  out  in  proof; 
and  from  all  the  authorities  referred  to,  it  is  clear,  that  when  a  way  is 
claimed  of  necessit}*,  it  is  a  good  answer  to  show  that  there  is  another 
way  which  the  party  may  use. 

BDRRODGH,  J.  The  defendant's  case  is  disposed  of  by  the  facts 
which  have  come  out.  The  lease  to  Duke  ended  in  1807,  long  before 
the  time  of  the  trespass  complained  of ;  at  that  time  there  was  no  im- 
pediment to  the  defendant's  reaching  the  Arundel  Road  by  passing  over 
his  own  land,  unless  it  were  Mrs.  Falconer's  occupation  ;  but  we  are 
nowhere  informed  what  the  nature  of  her  interest  was,  and  may  there- 
fore presume  the  defendant  might  have  passed  over  land  of  which  he 
owned  the  fee.  Upon  the  former  argument  it  was  contended,  that  the 
only  necessity  which  could  support  the  defendant's  plea  must  be  a 
necessity  continuing  up  to  the  time  of  the  trespass  justified  under  it : 
in  this  I  entirely  agree,  and  am  therefore  satisfied  our  judgment  must 
be  for  the  plaintiff.  Judgment  for  plaintiff  accordingly.1 

1  "  PAP.KE,  B.  The  extent  of  the  authority  of  Holmes  v.  Goring  is  that,  admit- 
ting a  grant  in  general  terms,  it  may  be  construed  to  be  a  grant  of  a  right  of  way  as 
from  time  to  time  may  be  necessary.  I  should  have  thought  it  meant  as  much  a 
grant  forever  as  if  expressly  inserted  in  a  deed,  and  it  struck  me  at  that  time  that  the 
court  was  wrong ;  but  that  is  not  the  question  now.  ALDERSON,  B.  Probably,  if 
this  case  be  taken  to  a  court  of  error,  Holmes  v.  Goring  will  be  reviewed."  Proctor  v. 
Hodgson,  10  Ex.  824,  828  (1855). 
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JORE  v.   RAWSON. 
KING'S  BENCH.     1824. 
[Reported  3  B.  <fc  C.  332.] 

CASE  for-obeteaciino:  lights.  Plea,  Not  guilty.  At  the  trial  before 
Hullock,  B.,  at  the  last  Spring  Assizes  for  the  county  of  Derby,  it 
appeared,  that  the  plaintiff  was  seised  in  fee  of  a  messuage  and  build- 
ing, with  a  yard,  garden,  and  appurtenances,  situate  at  Ripley,  in  that 
county,  in  the  occupation  of  a  tenant  from  year  to  year.  The  defend- 
ant was  the  owner  of  other  messuages  and  premises  next  adjoining  the 
plaintiff's,  on  the  northern  side  thereof.  The  plaintiff's  messuage  was 
an  ancient  house,  and  adjoining  to  it  there  had  been  a  building  formerly 
used  as  a  weaver's  shop.  The  old  shop  had  ancient  windows,  for  the 
convenience  of  light  to  the  weavers  who  worked  looms  there.  About 
seventeen  years  ago  the  then  owner  and  occupier  of  the  premises  took 
down  the  old  shop,  and  erected  on  the  same  site  a  stable,  having  a 
blank  wall  next  adjoining  to  the  premises  of  the  present  defendant. 
This  building  had  latterly  been  used  as  a  wheelwright's  shop.  About 
three  years  ago,  and  while  the  plaintiff's  premises  continued  in  this 
state,  the  defendant  erected  a  building  next  to  the  blank  wall,  and  the 
plaintiff  then  opened  a  window  in  that  wall,  in  the  same  place  where 
there  had  formerly  been  a  window  in  the  old  wall,  and  the  action  was 
brought  for  the  obstruction  of  this  new  window  by  the  building  so 
erected  by  the  defendant.  The  learned  judge  directed  the  jury  to  find 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  but  reserved  liberty  to  the  defendant  to  move 
to  enter  a  nonsuit.  A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  accordingly, 

Vdughan,  Serjt,  and  N.  R.  Clarke,  showed  cause. 

Denman  and  Reader,  contra. 

ABBOTT,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to 
maintain  this  action.  It  appears  that  man}-  years  ago  the  former  owner 
of  his  premises  had  the  enjoyment  of  light  and  air  by  means  of  certain 
windows  in  a  wall  of  his  house.  Upon  the  site  of  this  wall  he  built  a 
blank  wall  without  any  windows.  Things  continued  in  this  state  for 
seventeen  years.  The  defendant,  in  the  interim,  erected  a  building 
opposite  the  plaintiff's  blank  wall,  and  then  the  plaintiff  opened  a  win- 
dow in  that  which  had  continued  for  so  long  a  period  a  blank  wall  with- 
out windows,  and  he  now  complains  that  that  window  is  darkened  by 
the  buildings  which  the  defendant  so  erected.  It  seems  to  me  that,  if  a 
person  entitled  to  ancient  lights  pulls  down  his  house  and  erects  a 
blank  wall  in  the  place  of  a  wall  in  which  there  had  been  windows,  and 
suffers  that  blank  wall  to  remain  for  a  considerable  period  of  time,  it 
lies  upon  him  at  least  to  show,  that  at  the  time  when  he  so  erected  the 
blank  wall,  and  thus  apparently  abandoned  the  windows  which  gave 
light  and  air  to  the  house,  that  was  not  a  perpetual,  but  a  temporary 
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abandonment  of  the  enjoyment,  and  that  he  intended  to  resume  the 
enjoyment  of  those  advantages  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time.  I 
think  that  the  burden  of  showing  that  lies  on  the  party  who  has  dis- 
continued the  use  of  the  light  By  building  the  blank  waft,  he  may  have 
induced  another  person  to  become  the  purchaser  of  the  adjoining  ground 
for  building  pnrposes,  and  it  would  be  most  unjust  that  he  should  after- 
wards prevent  such  a  person  from  carrj'ing  those  purposes  into  effect. 
For  these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  rule  for  a  nonsuit  must  be 
made  absolute. 

BAYLEY,  J.  The  right  to  light,  air,  or  water,  is  acquired  by  enjo}'- 
ment,  and  will,  as  it  seems  to  me,  continue  so  long  as  the  part}"  either 
continues  that  enjo}'ment  or  shows  an  intention  to  continue  it.  In  this 
case  the  former  owner  of  the  plaintiff's  premises  had  acquired  a  right  to 
the  enjoyment  of  the  light ;  but  he  chose  to  relinquish  that  enjoyment, 
and  to  erect  a  blank  wall  instead  of  one  in  which  there  were  formerly 
windows.  At  that  time  he  ceased  to  enjoy  the  light  in  the  mode  in 
which  he  had  used  to  do,  and  his  right  ceased  with  it.  Suppose  that, 
instead  of  doing  that,  he  had  pulled  down  the  house  and  buildings,  and 
converted  the  laud  into  a  garden,  and  continued  so  to  use  it  for  a  period 
of  seventeen  years  ;  and  another  person  had  been  induced  by  such  con- 
duct to  buy  the  adjoining  ground  for  the  purposes  of  building.  It 
would  be  most  unjust  to  allow  the  person  who  had  so  converted  his 
land  into  garden  ground,  to  prevent  the  other  from  building  upon  the 
adjoining  land  which  he  had,  under  such  circumstances,  been  induced 
to  purchase  for  that  purpose.  I  think  that,  according  to  the  doctrine  of 
modern  times,  we  must  consider  the  enjoyment  as  giving  the  right ;  and 
that  it  is  a  wholesome  and  wise  qualification  of  that  rule  to  sa}',  that 
the  ceasing  to  enjoy  destroys  the  right,  unless  at  the  time  when  the 
party  discontinues  the  enjoj'ment  he  does  some  act  to  show  that  he 
means  to  resume  it  within  a  reasonable  time. 

HOLROYD,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  appears  that  the  former 
owner  of  the  plaintiff's  premises  at  one  time  was  entitled  to  the  house 
with  the  windows,  so  that  the  light  coming  to  those  windows  over  the 
adjoining  land  could  not  be  obstructed  by  the  owner  of  that  land.  I 
think,  however,  that  the  right  acquired  by  the  enjoj'ment  of  the  light, 
continued  no  longer  than  the  existence  of  the  thing  itself  in  respect  of 
which  the  party  had  the  right  of  enjo3'inent,  —  I  mean  the  house  with  the 
windows  ;  when  the  house  and  the  windows  were  destro3-ed  b^v  his  own 
act,  the  right  which  he  had  in  respect  of  them  was  also  extinguished. 
Tfj  inrlfH)  nt  th"  tirnfi  when  he  pulled  the  bnn«p  d<">*vn,  I10  Inrl  intimntrd 
ftfr-  intnntinn^otrebuilding  it,  thejjght.  wnnkl  nnf.  then  have  beenjde-_ 
st.rnypd  with  thohnnsp  If  he  had  done  some  act  to  show  that  he 
intended  to  build  another  in  its  place,  then  the  new  house,  when  built, 
would  in  effect  have  been  a  continuation  of  the  old  house,  and  the  rights 
attached  to  the  old  house  would  have  continued.  If  a  man  has  a  right 
of  common  attached  to  his  mill,  or  a  right  of  turbary  attached  to  his 
house,  if  he  pulls  down  the  mill  or  the  house,  the  right  of  common  or  of 
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turbary  will  prima  facie  cease.  If  he  show  an  intention  to  build 
another  mill  or  another  house,  his  right  continues.  But  if  he  pulls 
down  the  house  or  the  mill  without  showing  any  intention  to  make  a 
similar  use  of  the  land,  and  after  a  long  period  of  time  has  elapsed, 
builds  a  house  or  mill  corresponding  to  that  which  he  pulls  down,  that 
is  not  the  renovation  of  the  old  house  or  mill,  but  the  creation  of  a  new 
thing,  and  the  rights  which  he  had  in  respect  of  the  old  house  or  mill,  do 
not  in  my  opinion  attach  to  the  new  one.  In  this  case,  I  think,  the 
building  of  a  blank  wall  is  a  stronger  circumstance  to  show  that  he  had 
no  intention  to  continue  the  enjoyment  of  his  light  than  if  he  had  merely 
pulled  down  the  house.  In  that  case  he  might  have  intended  to  substi- 
tute something  in  its  place.  Here,  he  does  in  fact  substitute  quite  a 
different  thing,  —  a  wall  without  windows.  There  is  not  only  nothing 
to  show  that  he  meant  to  renovate  the  house  so  as  to  make  it  a  contin- 
uance of  the  old  house,  but  he  actually  builds  a  new  house  different 
from  the  old  one,  thereby  showing  that  he  did  not  mean  to  renovate 
the  old  house.  It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  right  is  not  renewed 
as  it  would  have  been  if,  when  he  had  pulled  down  the  old  house,  he  had 
shown  an  intention  to  rebuild  it  within  a  reasonable  time,  although  he 
did  not  do  so  eo  instanti. 

LITTLEDALE,  J.  According  to  the  present  rule  of  law  a  man  may 
acquire  a  right  of  waj*,  or  a  right  of  common  (except,  indeed,  common 
appendant)  upon  the  laud  of  another,  by  enjoyment.  After  twenty 
years'  adverse  enjoyment  the  law  presumes  a  grant  made  before  the 
user  commenced,  by  some  person  who  had  power  to  grant.  Butjfjthe^ 
party  who  has  acquired  the  righM^y^graJit  "°nsps  for  a  long  pnrifKJ  of 
time  to  make  use  of~The  prmTegtUso  grnnterl  to  b;ni,  iLj^Qy  then  be 
prpsnni££Lt.hf\t,  hft  ting-coiouim]  j.y.  right- — It  is  said,  however,  that  as 
he  can  only  acquire  the  right  by  twenty  years'  enjoyment,  it  ought  not 
to  be  lost  without  disuse  for  the  same  period  ;  and  that  as  enjo}*ment  for 
such  a  length  of  time  is  necessary  to  found  a  presumption  of  a  grant, 
there  must  be  a  similar  non-user,  to  raise  a  presumption  of  a  release. 
And  this  reasoning,  perhaps,  may  apply  to  a  right  of  common  or  of 
way.  But  there  is  a  material  difference  between  the  mode  of  acquiring 
such  rights  and  a  right  to  light  and  air.  The  latter  is  acquired  by 
mere  occupanc}* ;  the  former  can  only  be  acquired  by  user,  accompanied 
with  the  consent  of  the  owner  of  the  land  ;  for  a  way  over  the  lands  of 
another  can  only  be  lawfully  used,  in  the  first  instance,  with  the  con- 
sent, express  or  implied,  of  the  owner.  A  party  using  the  way  with- 
out such  consent  would  be  a  wrongdoer ;  but  when  such  a  user,  without 
interruption,  has  continued  for  twenty  3*ears,  the  consent  of  the  owner 
is  not  onlj-  implied  during  that  period,  but  a  grant  of  the  easement  is 
presumed  to  have  taken  place  before  the  user  commenced.  The  con- 
sent of  the  owner  of  the  land  was  necessarj*,  however,  to  make  the  user 
of  the  way  (from  which  the  presumption  of  the  grant  is  to  arise)  lawful 
in  the  first  instance.  But  it  is  otherwise  as  to  light  and  air.  Every 
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man  on  his  own  land  has  a  right  to  all  the  light  and  air  which  will  come 
to  him,  and  he  may  erect,  even  on  the  extremity  of  his  land,  buildings 
with  as  many  windows  as  he  pleases.  In  order  to  make  it  lawful  for 
him. to  appropriate  to  himself  the  uee  of  the  light,  he  dees  not  require 
any  consent  from  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  land.  He  therefore  begins 
to  acquire  the  right  to  the  enjo}'ment  of  the  light  b}'  mere  occupanc}'. 
After  he  has  erected  his  building  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  land  ma}*, 
afterwards,  within  twenty  years,  build  upon  his  own  land,  and  so  ob- 
struct the  light  which  would  otherwise  pass  to  the  building  of  his  neigh- 
bor. But  if  the  light  be  suffered  to  pass  without  interruption  during 
that  period  to  the  building  so  erected,  the  law  implies,  from  the  non- 
obstruction  of  the  light  for  that  length  of  time,  that  the  owner  of  the 
adjoining  land  has  consented  that  the  person  who  has  erected  the  build- 
ing upon  his  land  shall  continue  to  enjoj"  the  light  without  obstruction, 
so  long  as  he  shall  continue  the  specific  mode  of  enjo3-ment  which  he 
had  been  used  to  have  during  that  period.  It  does  not,  indeed,  imply 
that  the  consent  is  given  by  waj-  of  grant ;  for  although  a  right  of 
common  (except  as  to  common  appendant)  or  a  right  of  way  being  a 
privilege  of  something  positive  to  be  done  or  used  in  the  Soil  of  another 
man's  land,  may  be  the  subject  of  legal  grant,  yet  light  and  air,  not 
being  to  be  used  in  the  soil  of  the  land  of  another,  are  not  the  subject 
of  actual  grant ;  but  the  right  to  insist  upon  the  non-obstruction  and 
"W^non-interruption  of  them  more  properly  arises  by  a  covenant  which  the 
•^  law  would  imply  not  to  interrupt  the  free  use  of  the  light  and  air.  The 

-^A~-~  right,  therefore,  is  acquired  by  mere  occupancy,  and  ought  to  cease 
when  the  person  who  so  acquired  it  discontinues  the  occupancy.  If, 
«~»~v^  "">  therefore,  as  in  this  case,  the  party  who  has  acquired  the  right  once 
.^^  ceases  to  make  use  of  the  light  and  air  which  he  had  appropriated  to  his 
own  use,  without  showing  any  intention  to  resume  the  enjoj'ment,  he 
1  j_^must  be  taken  to  have  abandoned  the  right.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  as 
the  right  is  acquired  by  mere  user,  it  may  be  lost  by  non-user.  It 
would  be  most  inconvenient  to  hold,  that  the  property  in  light  and  air, 
which  is  acquired  by  occupancy,  can  only  be  lost  where  there  has  been 
an  abandonment  of  the  right  for  twenty  years.  I  think,  that  if  a  party 
does  any  act  to  show  that  he  abandons  his  right  to  the  benefit  of  that 
light  and  air  which  he  once  had,  he  may  lose  his  right  in  a  much  less 
period  than  twenty  }-ears.  If  a  man  pulls  down  a  house  and  does  not 
make  any  use  of  the  land  for  two  or  three  years,  or  converts  it  into  tillage, 
I  think  he  may  be  taken  to  have  abandoned  all  intention  of  rebuilding 
the  house ;  and,  consequently,  that  his  right  to  the  light  has  ceased. 
But  if  he  builds  upon  the  same  site,  and  places  windows  in  the  same 
spot,  or  does  an}-thing  to  show  that  he  did  not  mean  to  convert  the  land 
to  a  different  purpose,  then  his  right  would  not  cease.  In  this  case,  I 
think  that  the  owner  of  the  plaintiffs  premises  abandoned  his  right  to 
the  ancient  lights,  by  erecting  the  blank  wall  instead  of  that  in  which 
the  ancient  windows  were  ;  for  he  then  indicated  an  intention  never  to 
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resume -4K^at  enjoyment  of  the  light  which  he  once  had.  Under  those 
circumstances,  I  think  that  the  temporary  disuse  was  a  complete  aban- 
donment of  the  right.  Rule  absolute.1 
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COMMON  PLEAS.     1831. 

[Reported  7  Bing.  682.] 

TINDAL,  C.  J.a    It  will  be  unnecessan-  on  the  present  occasion  to       _ 
consider  more  than  one  of  the  questions  which  have  been  argued  at  the     /r^^-v^- 
bar;  namely,  whether  the  present  action,  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  •*      j    — 
award  of  the  arbitrator,  is  maintainable  against  the  defendants. 

The  action  is,  in  point  of  form,  an  action  of  tort,  and  charges  the 
defendants  with  wrongfully  continuing  a  certain  weir  or  fletcher,  which 
the  defendants  had  before  erected  upon  one  of  the  banks  of  the  river, 
and  by  that  means  wrongfull}'  continuing  the  diversion  of  the  water, 
and  preventing  it  from  flowing  to  the  plaintiff's  mill  in  the  manner 
had  been  formerly  accustomed  to  do. 

It  appeared  in  evidence_before__tbe  arbitrator  Jhat  the  bank  of  t 
river,  which  had  been  cut  dowtu^was  the  soil  ofthe  defendants ;  and 
that  the  same  had  be^n-cut  down  and  lowered,  and  the  weir  erected, 
and  the  water  thereby  diverted  by  them,  the  defendants,  and  at  their 
expense,  in  the~yelirT8_22^jLinder  a  parol  license  to  them  given  for 
purpose  b}r  the  plaintiff's  father,  the  then_owner^fbis  mill ;  and  that 
in  the  year _1827  the  plaintiffs  father  represented  to  the  defendant 
that  the  lowering  "and  cutting  down  the_Jmnk_gere  injurious  to  him  in 
the  enjoyment  of  his  mill,  and  had  called  upon  them  to  restore  th 
bank  to  its  former  state  and  condition  ;  with  which  requisition  the  de- 
fendants had  refused  to  compty. 

The  question,  there  fore  ^JS.L  whether  jsuch  non-compliance,  and  the 
keeping  the   weir  in  the   same   state  after,  and~~hotwithstanding  the 

part 


countermand  of  the   license,  is 
the  defendants  as  to 


such, 


a   wrong   done  on  the 
to  this  action. 


The  argument  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  has  been,  that  such  parol 
license  is,  in  its  nature,  countermandable  at  an}'  time  at  the  pleasure  of 
the  part}'  who  gave  it.  That  to  hold  otherwise  would  be  to  allow  to  a 
parol  license  the  effect  of  passing  to  the  defendants  a  permanent  intler- 
est  in  part  of  the  water  which  before  ran  to  the  plaintiff's  mill ;  wliich 
interest,  at  common  law,  could  only  pass  by  grant  jundftr.  seaL.  bejj/sr  an 
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1  See  Stokoe  v.  Singerj,-%  E.  &  B.  31 ;  Ecc 
Ch.  Div.  213 ;  Taylor  v.  Hampton,  i  McCord, 
491.  j 

2  The  opinion  only  is  given.          |/~ — 
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incorporeal  hereditament,  and  which,  at  all  events,  would  be  determi- 
nable  at  the  will  of  the  grantor  since  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  as  being  "  an 
interest  in,  to,  or  out  of  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments." 

If  it  was  necessary  to  hold  that  a  right  or  interest  in  any  part  of  the 
water,  which  before  flowed  to  the  plaintiff's  mill,  must  be  shown  to  have 
passed  from  the  plaintiff's  father  to  the  defendants  under  the  license,  in 
order  to  justify  the  continuance  of  the  weir  in  its  original  state,  the 
difficulty  above  suggested  would  undoubtedly  follow.  For  it  cannot 
be  denied  that  the  right  to  the  flow  of  the  water,  formerly  belonging  to 
the  owner  of  the  plaintiffs  mill,  could  only  pass  by  grant,  as  an  incor- 
poreal hereditament,  and  not  by  parol  license. 

BiiLwjLthink  the  operation  and  effect  ofJiieJiceiise^aftejLit-Jiiis  Jieen 
complelgly^executecT  by  the~defendants,  is  sufficient.*  without  holding  it 
to  convgy_any  interest  in  the~water,  to  relieve  them  from  the  burden  of 
restoring  to  itsjformer  statewhat  has  been  done  under  the  license,  al- 
is  countermandedTjind,  consequently,  that  they  are 


not  liable  to  an  action  as  wrongdoers  for  persisting  in  such  refusal. 

The  parol  license,  as  it  is  stated  in  the  award  of  the  arbitrator,  was  a 
license  to  cut  down  and  to  lower  the  bank  and  to  erect  the  weir.  Strictly 
speaking,  if  the  license  was  to  be  confined  to  those  terms,  it  was  at 
once  unnecessary  and  inoperative  ;  for  the  soil  being  the  property  of 
the  defendants,  they  would  have  the  right  to  do  both  those,  acts  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  owner  of  the  lower  mill.  But  as  the  diversion  of 
part  of  the  water  which  before  flowed  to  that  mill  would  be  the  neces- 
sary consequence  of  such  acts,  it  must  be  taken  that  the  object  and 
effect  of  such  license  was  to  givp  cnnaftpt.,  nn  tM  pqrt  nf  thp  plaintiff's 
father,  to  the  diverting  nft.ho-ron.tnr  by  mntms  nf  tWp  alterations. 

We  do  not,  however,  consider  the  object,  and  still  less  the  effect,  of 
the  parol  license,  to  be  the  transferring  from  the  plaintiff's  father  to  the 
defendants  an}1  right  or  interest  whatever  in  the  water  which  was  before 
accustomed  to  flow  to  the  lower  mill,  but  simply  to  be  an  acknowledg- 
ment, on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff's  father,  that  he  wanted  such,  water  no 
longer  for  the  purposes  of  his  mill  ;  and  that  he  gave  back  again  and 
yielded  up,  so  far  as  he  was  concerned,  that  quantity  of  water  which 
found  its  way  over  the  weir  or  fletcher,  which  he  then  consented  should 
be  erected  by  the  defendants.  And  we  think,  after  he  has  orrce  clearly 
signified  such  relinquishment,  whether  b}'  words  or  acts,  and  suffered 
other  persons  to  act  upon  the  faith  of  such  relinquishment,  and  to  incur 
expense  in  doing  the  very  act  to  which  his  consent  was  given,  it  is  too 
late  then  to  retract  such  consent,  or  to  throw  on  those  other  persons  the 
burden  of  restoring  matters  to  their  former  state  and  condition. 

Water  flowing  in  a  stream,  it  is  well  settled,  by  the  law  of  England, 
is  publici  juris.  By  the  Roman  law  running  water,  light,  and  air,  were 
considered  as  some  of  those  things  which  had  the  name  of  res  communes, 
and  which  were  defined  "  things,  the  property  of  which  belong  to  no 
person,  but  the  use  to  all."  And,  by  the  law  of  England,  the  person 
who  first  appropriates  any  part  of  the  water  flowing  through  his  land  to 
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his  own  use,  has  the  right  to  the  use  of  so  much  as  lie  thus  appropriates, 
against  any  other.  J3ealey  v.  Shaic  and  Others,  6  East,  207.  And  it 
seems  consistent  with  the  same  principle  that  the  water,  after  it  has 
been  so  made  subservient  to  private  uses  by  appropriation,  should 
again  become  publici  juris  by  the  mere  act  of  velinquishment.  There 
is  nothing  unreasonable  in  holding  that  a  right  which  is  gained  by 
occupancy  should  be  lost  by  abandonment.  Suppose  a  person  who 
formerly  had  a  mill  upon  a  stream  should  pull  it  down,  and  remove  the 
works,  witfi  the  intention  never  to  return.  Could  it  be  held  that  the 
owner  of  other  land  adjoining  the  stream  might  not  erect  a  mill  and  em- 
ploy the  water  so  relinquished  ?  Or  that  he  could  be  compellable  to 
pull  down  his  mill  if  the  former  mill-owner  should  afterwards  change 
his  determination  and  wish  to  rebuild  his  own  ? 

In  such  a  case  it  would  undoubtedly  be  a  subject  of  inquiry  b}~  a  jury, 
whether  he  had  completely  abandoned  the  use  of  the  stream,  or  had 
left  it  for  a  temporary  purpose  only ;  but  that  question  being  once 
determined,  there  seems  no  ground  to  contend  that  an  action  would  be 
maintainable  against  the  person  who  erected  the  new  mill,  for  not  pull- 
ing it  down  again  after  notice.  And  if,  instead  of  his  intention  remain- 
ing uncertain  upon  the  acts  which  he  had  done,  the  former  proprietor 
had  openly  and  expressl}'  declared  his  intention  to  abandon  the  stream, 
—  that  is,,  if  he  had  licensed  the  other  part}-  to  erect  a  mill,  —  the  same 
inference  must  follow  with  greater  certainty.  Or  suppose  A.  authorizes 
B.,  by  express  license,  to  build  a  house  on  B.'s  own  land,  close  adjoin- 
ing to  some  of  the  windows  of  A.'s  house,  so  as  to  intercept  part  of  the 
light :  could  he  afterwards  compel  B.  to  pull  the  house  down  again, 
simply  by  giving  notice  that  he  countermanded  the  license?  Still  fur- 
ther, this  is  not  a  license  to  do  acts  which  consist  in  repetition,  as  to 
walk  in  a  park,  to  use  a  carriage  way,  to  fish  in  the  waters  of  another, 
or  the  like,  —  which  license,  if  countermanded,  the  party  is  but  in  the 
same  situation  as  he  was  before  it  was  granted  ;  butjthis_is_a-liceiise_t£) 
construct  n,work-wliii'li  is-atafrndprl  with  pvppnsp.  to  the  party  usjng_the_ 
license  ;  so  that^after  the  same  is  countermanded,  tho  part}'  to  .wiiorn 
it  was  granted  may  sustain  a  heavy  loss.  It  is  a  license  to  do  some- 
thing that,  in  its  own  nature,  seems  intended  to  be  permanent  and  con- 
tinuing. And  it  was  the  fault  of  the  party  himself,  if  he  meant  to 
reserve  the  power  of  revoking  such  a  license,  after  it  was  carried  into 
effect,  that  he  did  not  expressly  reserve  that  right  when  he  granted  the 
license,  or  limit  it  as  to  duration.  Indeed  the  person  who  authorizes 
the  weir  to  be  erected  becomes,  in  some  sense,  a  party  to  the  actual 
erection  of  it,  and  cannot  afterwards  complain  of  the  result  of  an  act 
which  he  himself  contributed  to  effect. 

Upon  principle,  therefore,  we  think  the  license  in  the  present  case, 

after  it  was  executed,  was  not  countermandable  by  the  person  who  gave 

it,  and  consequently  that  the  present   action  cannot  be  maintained. 

And,  upon  authority,  this  case  appears  to  be  already  decided  by  that  of 

Winter  v.  Brockwell  [8  East,  308],  which  rests  on  the  judgment  in 

VOL.  ii.  —  23 
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"Web  v.  Paternoster  [Palm.  71].  We  see  no  reason  to  doubt  the 
authority  of  that  case,  confirmed,  as  it  since  has  been,  by  the  case  of 
Tayler  v.  "Waters  [7  Taunt.  374]  in  this  court,  and  recognized  as  law 
in  the  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice  Baile}1,  in  the  case  of  Hewlins  v.  Ship- 
pam  [5  B.  &  C.  221],  in  the  Court  of  B.  R. 

We  therefore  think  the  rule  for  setting  aside  the  award  of  the  arbitra- 
tor must  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute, 

Merewether,  Serjt,  for  the  plaintiff. 

G outturn,  Serjt.,  contra. 


THOMAS  v.   THOMAS. 
EXCHEQUER.     1835. 

[Reported  2  C.  M.  &  E.  34.] 

CASE  —  The  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff,  before  and  at  the 
ne  of  the  committing  of  the  grievances,  &c.,  was,  and  from  thence 
had  been,  and  still  was,  lawfull}'  possessed  of  a  certain  messuage  or 
dwelling-house,  yard,  and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  situate 
and  being  in  the  county  of  Devon,  to  wit,  in  the  borough  and  town  of 
Crediton,  in  the  said  county,  and  of  a  certain  thatched  wall  standing 
and  being  in  and  upon  those  premises ;  and  by  reason  of  such  posses- 
sion, during  all  that  time,  she,  the  plaintiff,  for  the  necessary  use  and 
enjoyment  of  her  said  premises,  ought  to  have  had,  and  still  of  right 
ought  to  have,  the  use  and  benefit  of  a  certain  channel,  drain,  gutter,  or 
sewer,  leading  and  running,  by  and  from  the  said  messuage  or  dwelling- 
house,  over,  across,  along,  and  through  the  said  yard  of  the  plaintiff 
unto  and  into  certain  premises  in  the  possession  or  occupation  of  the 
defendants  there,  near  to  the  said  premises  of  the  plaintiff,  by,  through, 
and  along  which  the  said  drain,  &c.  (stating  the  particular  easement). 
And  also,  by  reason  of  such  possession  as  aforesaid,  she,  the  plaintiff, 
was,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  entitled  to  the  benefit,  easement, 
privilege,  a*nd  advantage  of  having  and  permitting  the  eaves  and  thatch 
of  her  said  wall  to  extend  and  project  a  convenient  space  beyond  and 
from  the  said  wall  over  and  upon  the  said  premises  so  as  aforesaid  in 
the  possession  or  occupation  of  the  defendants,  for  the  convenience  and 
use  of  conveying  and  carrying  off  from  her  said  wall  and  thatch  thereof 
the  rain  which  from  time  to  time  descended  and  fell  thereupon.  Yet 
the  defendants,  well  knowing  all  the  premises,  but  contriving,  &c., 
whilst  the  plaintiff  was  so  possessed,  &c.,  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on,  &c., 
wrongfully  and  injuriously  shut,  closed,  stopped  up,  and  obstructed  the 
said  drain,  channel,  gutter,  or  sewer,  to  wit,  by  and  by  means  of  divers 
large  quantities  of  brick,  &c.,  and  the  same  so  shut,  closed,  stopped  up, 
and  obstructed  as  aforesaid,  kept  and  continued  for  a  long  space  of 
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time,  to  wit,  from,  &c.  And  thereby  and  from  no  other  cause  what- 
soever, during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  divers  large  quantities  of  the  refuse 
and  foul  water,  and  other  filth,  arising  and  proceeding  from  the  said 
messuage  and  premises  of  the  plaintiff,  have  been  and  still  were  pre- 
vented and  hindered  from  running,  flowing,  and  passing  off  in  their 
usual  course,  through  and  out  of  the  said  channel,  drain,  gutter,  or 
sewer,  in  the  manner  aforesaid ;  and  by  reason  thereof,  not  only 
divers  noisome,  noxious,  offensive,  and  unwholesome  smells,  &c., 
during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  have  ascended,  &c.,  into  the  said  mes- 
suage, dwelling-house,  and  premises  of  the  plaintiff,  but  also  there- 
by the  said  premises,  &c.,  of  the  plaintiff  became  and  were  greatly 
overflowed  and  wholly  untenantable,  and  the  plaintiff  and  her  family 
therebj-  had  been  and  were  greath*  annoyed,  &c.,  in  the  occupation, 
possession,  and  enjoyment  thereof.  And  the  defendants  furthermore, 
on  the  same  day  and  year  aforesaid,  and  on  divers  other  da\-s  and 
times,  &c.,  wrongfully,  injuriously,  without  the  leave,  and  against  the 
will  of  the  plaintiff,  erected,  put,  and  placed,  close  to  the  said  wall  of 
the  plaintiff,  divers  large  quantities  of  brick,  mortar,  stone,  wood,  and 
other  materials,  and  divers  erections  and  buildings ;  and  the  same  re- 
spectively there  kept  and  continued  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit, 
&c.,  so  near  to  the  said  wall  and  to  the  thatch  thereof,  that  by  reason 
thereof,  and  from  no  other  cause  whatever,  the  rain,  which  from  time  to 
time  descended  to  and  fell  upon  the  thatch  of  the  said  wall,  was  wholly1 
prevented  from  dripping  and  falling  from  the  thatch  thereof  in  manner 
aforesaid,  as  the  same  ought  to  have  done  ;  and  in  consequence  there- 
of great  quantities,  to  wit,  ten  perches  of  the  said  thatch,  and  of  the 
covering  and  coping  of  the  said  wall,  had  respectively  become  and  been 
greatly  rotten,  decayed,  damaged,  injured,  and  destroyed ;  and  by  rea- 
son thereof,  not  only  the  plaintiff,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  lost  the. 
use  and  advantage  of  the  said  wall,  but  also  by  means  of  the  said 
thatch  covering  and  coping  of  the  said  wall  having  been  so  damaged 
and  destroyed  as  aforesaid,  large  quantities  of  rain  and  moisture  have 
from  time  to  time,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  fallen  upon  and  pene- 
trated into  the  said  wall  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  same  has  thereby  been 
greatly  injured  and  damnified,  and  has  been  rendered  ruinous,  insecure, 
and  dilapidated  ;  so  that,  by  means  of  the  several  premises  aforesaid, 
the  plaintiff  hath  been,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  greatly  inconven- 
ienced, &c.  Pleas. — First,  Not  Guilty.  Secondly.  As  to  the  part 
of  the  said  declaration  which  relates  to  the  said  channel,  drain,  gutter, 
or  sewer  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  the  defendants  sa}r  that  the 
plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  or  maintain,  &c.,  because,  the}*  say,  that  the 
surplus  or  foul  water,  or  other  filth,  which  from  time  to  time  arose, 
were  collected  and  proceeded  from  the  said  messuage  or  premises  of  the 
plaintiff,  were  not,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  used  and  accustomed, 
nor  of  right  ought  to  enter,  flow,  pass,  and  be  carried  away  from  and 
off  the  said  premises  of  the  plaintiff  into  the  said  premises  of  the  de- 
fendants, in  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  hath  in  her  said  declara- 
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tion  in  that  behalf  alleged  ;  and  of  this  the  defendants  put  themselves 
ni)on  the  country.  Thirdly,  And  as  to  that  part  of  the  said  declaration 
which  relates  to  the  eaves  and  thatch  of  the  said  wall  in  the  said  decla- 
ration mentioned,  the  defendants  say  that  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have 
or  maintain,  &c.,  because  the}1  say  that  the  plaintiff  was  not,  during  all 
the  time  aforesaid,  entitled  to  the  benefit,  easement,  privilege,  and  ad- 
vantage of  having  and  permitting  the  eaves  and  thatch  of  the  said  wall 
to  extend  and  project  a  convenient  space  beyond  and  from  the  said 
wall  over  and  upon  the  said  premises  so  as  aforesaid  in  the  possession 
or  occupation  of  the  defendants,  for  the  convenience  and  use  of  convey- 
ing and  carrying  off  and  from  her  said  wall  and  the  thatch  thereof  the 
rain  which  from  time  to  time  descended  and  fell  thereupon,  and  of  this 
the  defendants  also  put  themselves  upon  the  country.  Upon  these 
pleas,  issue  was  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Patteson,  J.,  at  the  last  assizes  for  the  county  of 
Devon,  the  following  appeared  to  be  the  facts  of  the  case :  —  Joseph 
Thomas,  the  father  of  the  defendants,  being  seised  in  fee  of  the  land 
and  premises  occupied  by  the  defendants  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  in- 
juiy,  purchased  the  adjoining  premises  occupied  by  the  plaintiff  at  the 
time  of  the  alleged  injuiy,  in  which  there  was  a  term  of  500  years.  B}T 
his  will,  dated  the  18th  April,  1816,  the  former  propert}1  was  devised  to 
his  wife  for  life,  with  remainder  in  fee  to  his  son  John  Vicar}*  Thomas, 
one  of  the  defendants  ;  and  the  latter  property  was  bequeathed  for  the 
residue  of  the  term  of  500  years  to  his  wife  for  life,'  and  afterwards  to 
his  son  William,  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff.  Joseph  Thomas  died  on 
the  28th  of  May,  1820,  having  made  Abraham  Wreyford  the  trustee 
under  his  will,  in  whom  the  legal  estate  in  all  the  property  vested. 

The  defendants  for  some  time  after  the  death  of  their  father  occu- 
pied the  premises  in  question  as  tenants  from  year  to  }'ear  ;  but,  on  the 
10th  of  April,  1834,  a  lease  of  those  premises  was  granted  by  Mrs. 
Thomas,  the  mother  of  the  defendants,  and  by  Wreyford,  to  the  defend- 
ant John  Vicary  Thomas,  for  sixt}'  }'ears,  in  case  Mrs.  Thomas  should 
so  long  live.  Both  the  defendants  continued  to  carry  on  their  business 
upon  the  premises.  The  plaintiff  was  in  the  actual  possession  of  the 
other  premises  held  for  the  residue  of  the  term  of  500  years,  having 
been  put  into  possession  by  Wreyford  in  the  month  of  Ma}*,  1834.  It 
appeared,  that  at  one  period  of  time  after  the  death  of  Joseph  Thomas 
the  testator,  and  before  the  lease  to  the  defendant  John  Vicary  Thomas, 
Wreyford  the  trustee  was  in  possession  of  both  the  premises. 

The  situation  of  the  respective  premises  with  regard  to  the  drain  did 
not  become  material,  the  defendants  admitting  the  obstruction,  and 
contesting  the  plaintiff's  right  to  the  easement.  With  regard  to  the 
claim  of  easement  for  the  eavesdropping,  it  appeared,  that,  about 
thirteen  years  since,  the -top  of  the  plaintiff's  wall  was  covered  with 
pantiles,  which  projected  several  inches ;  but  that  upon  the  buildings 
being  accidentally  burned,  the  wall  was  thatched,  and  the  thatch  pro- 
jected some  inches  further  than  the  pantiles  had  done.  On  this  occa- 


WOOD   V.   MANLEY.  857 

sion,  also,  the  wall  was  raised  about  three  feet.  The  obstruction  of 
the  eavesdropping  was  caused  by  the  defendants  building  a  wall  close 
up  to  the  wall  of  the  plaintiff,  within  the  space  over  which  the  pantiles 
had  formerly  projected,  and  within  the  projection  of  the  thatch. 

The  existence  of  the  easementsjn  question  for  the  period  of  upwards 
of  twenty  y-caro  wac  pro^gd,and  the  obstruction  of  the  plaintiff  in  the 
user  of^tn^m--g^is__a4jgjttedpBut'  it  was  insisted  for  the  defendants 
that  the  right  Lo  ttte-easements_was  determined  by  the  unity  of  posses- 
sion oJUlia  premises  in  Wreyfordjjie  trustee.  It  was  likewise  insisted 
with  regard  to  Jh^eaycsdroppingpEBa^  by  thg.  alteration  made  by  the 
plaintiff  in  the  height  of  the  wall  andjhe  substitution  of  the  thatched 
for  the  jUed^oof,  the  right  to  that~easemeut  had  ceased.  The  jury 
having  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffwlth  40s.  damages,  the  learned 
judge  gave  the  defendants  leave  to  move  upon  the  first  objection  to 
enter  a  nonsuit. 

Erie  now  moved  according!}*,  or  for  a  new  trial. 

LORD  ABINGER,  C.  B.  The_union_ofpossession  in  the  trustee  did 
not  ftxtingm'sh  the  ftaspmontj  but  onl>rsuspended_it''during  thatTunity 
of  possession  ;  andupon_his^parting  with  the  pjremises~to~~ditfcrent  ten- 
ants, the  right  revived^  The  verdict  is  correct,  and  ought  not  to  be 
disturbed. 

BOLLAND,  B.,  concurred. 

ALDERSON,  B.  If  I  am  seised  of  freehold  premises,  and  possessed  of 
leasehold  pi-emises  adjoining,  and  there  has  formerly  been  an  easement 
enjoyed  by  the  occupiers  of  the  one  as  against  the  occupiers  of  the 
other,  while  the  premises  are  in  my  hands  the  easement  is  necessarily 
suspended,  but  it  is  not  extinguished,  because  there  is  no  unity  of 
seisin ;  and  if  I  part  with  the  premises,  the  right,  not  being  extin- 
guished, will  revive.  That  was  the  case  here. 

GURNET,  B.,  concurring, — 
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QUEEN'S  BENCH.     1839. 

[Reported  11  A.  &  E.  34.] 

TRESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  plaintiffs  close.  Plea  (besides 
others  not  material  here),  as  to  entering  the  close,  that  defendant,  be- 
fore the  time  when,  &c.,  was  lawful!}-  possessed  of  a  large  quantity  of 
ha}',  which  was  upon  plaintiffs  close  in  which,  &c.,  and  that  defend- 
ant, at  the  times  when,  &c.,  by  leave  and  license  of  the  plaintiff  to  him 
for  that  purpose  first  given  and  granted,  peaceably  entered  the  close,  to 
carry  off  the  said  hay,  and  did  then  and  there  peaceably  take  his  said 


358  WOOD   V.   MANLEY. 

hay  from  and  out  of  the  said  close,  as  he  lawful!}*,  &c.,  which  are  the 
said  alleged  trespasses,  <fcc.     Replication,  de  injuria. 

On  the  trial  before  Erskine,  J.,  at  the  last  Somersetshire  Assizes,  it 
appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was  tenant  of  a  farm,  including  the  locus  in 
quo  ;  and  that,  his  landlord  having  distrained  on  him  for  rent,  the 
goods  seized,  comprehending  the  hay  mentioned  in  the  plea-,  were  sold 
on  the  premises ;  the  conditions  of  the  sale  being  that  the  purchasers 
might  let  the  hay  remain  on  the  premises  till  the  Lady-day  following 
(1838),  and  enter  on  the  premises  in  the  meanwhile,  as  often  as  they 
pleased,  to  remove  it.  The  defendant  purchased  the  hay  at  the  sale, 
and  evidence  was  given  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  party  to  these 
conditions.  After  the  sale,  on  26th  January,  1838,  plaintiff  served 
upon  defendant  a  written  notice  not  to  enter  or  commit  any  trespass 
on  bis,  the  plaintiffs  premises.  In  February  following  defendant 
served  plaintiff  with  a  written  demand  to  deliver  up  the  hay,  or  to  suf- 
fer him,  defendant,  to  have  access  thereto  and  carry  it  away ;  threaten- 
ing an  action  in  default  thereof.  The  plaintiff,  however,  locked  up  the 
gate  leading  to  the  locus  in  quo,  where  the  hay  was ;  and  the  defend- 
ant, on  1st  March,  1838,  broke  the  gate  open,  entered  the  close,  and. 
carried  away  the  hay.  The  learned  judge  told  the  jury  that,  if  the 
plaintiff  assented  to  the  conditions  of  sale  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  this 
amounted  to  a  license  to  enter  and  take  the  goods,  which  license  was 
not  revocable :  and  he  therefore  directed  them  to  find  on  this  issue  for 
the  defendant,  if  they  thought  the  plaintiff  had  so  assented.  Verdict 
for  the  defendant. 

Croicder  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection. 

LOUD  DENMAN,  C.  J.  Mr.  Crowder's  argument  goes  this  length,  — 
that  if  I  sell  goods  to  a  party  who  isfc  by  the  terms  of  the  sale,  to  be 
permitted  to  come  and  take  them,  and  he  pays  me,  I  may  afterwards 
refuse  to  let  him  take  them.  The  law  countenances  nothing  so  absurd 
as  this :  a  license  thus  given  and  acted  upon  is  irrevocable. 

PATTESON,  J.  Tayler  v.  Waters,  1  Taunt.  374,  shows  that  a  license 
to  use  a  seat  at  the  opera-house,  paid  for  and  acted  upon  by  sitting 
there,  cannot  be  countermanded.  Here  the  conditions  of  sale,  to  which 
the  plaintiff  is  a  party,  are  that  any  one  who  buys  shall  be  at  liberty  to 
enter  and  take.  A  person  does  buy  :  part  of  his  understanding  is  that 
he  is  to  be  allowed  to  enter  and  take.  The  license  is  therefore  so  far 
executed  as  to  be  irrevocable  equally  with  that  in  Tayler  v.  Waters. 
The  case  put  by  Mr.  Crowder  is  different.  I  do  not  say  that  a  mere 
purchase  will  give  a  license ;  but  here  the  license  is  part  of  the  very 
contract. 

WILLIAMS,  J.  The  plaintiff,  having  assented  to  the  terms  of  the 
contract,  put  himself  into  a  situation  from  which  he  could  not 
withdraw. 

COLERIDGE,  J.  The  pleadings  raise  the  issue  whether,  when  the  act 
complained  of  was  done,  the  leave  and  license  existed  :  it  did  exist  if  it 
was  irrevocable ;  and  I  think  it  was  irrevocable.  Although  no  one  of 
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the  cases  referred  to  is  exactly  the  same  as  this,  yet  all  proceed  on  the 
principle  that  a  man,  who,  by  consenting  to  certain  terms,  induces 
another  to  do  an  act,  shall  not  afterwards  withdraw  from  those  terms. 

Rule  refused.1 
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EXCHEQUER.     1845. 
[Reported  13  M.  &  W.  838.] 


ALDERSON,  B.2  This  was  an  action  tried  before  my  Brother  Rolfe  at 
the  sittings  after  last  Trinit}7  Term.  It  was  an  action  for  an  assault 
and  false  imprisonment.  The  plea  (on  which  alone  an}7  question  arose) 
was  that  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  trespass  the  plaintiff  was  in  a  cer- 
tain close  of  Lord  Eglintoun,  and  the  defendant,  as  the  servant  of  Lord 
Eglintoun,  and  by  his  command,  laid  his  hands  upon  the  plaintiff  in  or- 
der to  remove  him  from  the  said  close,  using  no  unnecessary  violence. 
Replication,  that,  at  the  time  of  such  removal,  the  plaintiff  was  in  the 
said  close  by  the  leave  and  license  of  Lord  Eglintoun.  The  leave  and 
license  was  traversed  by  the  defendant,  and  issue  was  joined  on  that 
traverse.  On  the  trial  it  appeared  that  the  place  from  which  the  plain- 
tiff was  removed  by  the  defendant  was  the  enclosure  attached  to  and 
surrounding  the  great  stand  on  the  Doncaster  race-course ;  that  Lord 
Eglintoun  was  steward  of  the  races  there  in  the  year  1843  ;  that  tickets 
were  sold  in  the  town  of  Doncaster  at  one  guinea  each,  which  were  un- 
derstood to  entitle  the  holders  to  come  into  the  stand  and  the  enclosure 
surrounding  it,  and  to  remain  there  every  day  during  the  races.  These 
tickets  were  not  signed  by  Lord  Eglintoun,  but  it  must  be  assumed  that 
they  were  issued  with  his  privity.  It  further  appeared,  that  the  plain- 
tiff, having  purchased  one  of  these  tickets,  came  to  the  stand  during 
the  races  of  the  year  1843,  and  was  there  or  in  the  enclosure  while  the 
races  were  going  on,  and  while  there,  and  during  the  races,  the  defend- 
ant, by  the  order  of  Lord  Eglintoun,  desired  him  to  depart,  and  gave 
him  notice  that  if  he  did  not  go  away,  force  would  be  used  to  turn  him  out. 
It  must  be  assumed  that  the  plaintiff  had  in  no  respect  misconducted 
himself,  and  that,  if  he  had  not  been  required  to  depart,  his  coming 
upon  and  remaining  in  the  enclosure  would  have  been  an  a<?t  justified  by 
his  purchase  of  the  ticket.  The  plaintiff  refused  to  go,  and  thereupon 
the  defendant,  by  order  of  Lord  Eglintoun,  forced  him  out,  without 
returning  the  guinea,  using  no  unnecessary  violence. 

My  Brother  Rolfe,  in  directing  the  jury,  told  them  that,  even  assum- 

1  That  a  reasonable  time  must  be  given  for  the  removal  of  goods  placed  by  license 
on  the  licensor's  land,  see  Cornish  v.  Stufys,  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  334 ;  Mellor  y.  Watkins, 
L.  R,  9  Q.  B.  400. 

2  The  opinion  only  is  given. 


860  WOOD   V.    LEADBITTEB. 

ing  the  ticket  to  have  been  sold  to  the  plaintiff  under  the  sanction  of 
Lord  Eglintoun,  still  it  was  lawful  for  Lord  Eglintoun,  without  return- 
ing the  guinea,  and  without  assigning  any  reason  for  what  he  did,  to 
order  the  plaintiff  to  quit  the  enclosure,  and  that  if  the  jury  were  satis- 
fied that  notice  was  given  hy  Lord  -Eglintoun  to  the  plaintiff,  requiring 
him  to  quit  the  ground,and  that,  before  lift  w.os  forcibly  removed  by 
the  defendant,  a  reasonable  time  had  elapsed,  during  which  he  might 
conveniently  jiayj?  gone^w^gr-tfagn^the^laintitt'lvaVnot.  -^L-the  time  of 

the  romovgl  ^oTTTufr  plnjr^^tTrTn    Try 


Oil  thts~Hlrection  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 
In  last  Michaelmas  Term,  Mr.  Jervis  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside 
the  verdict  for  misdirection,  on  the  ground,  that,  under  the  circum- 
stances, Lord  Eglintoun  must  be  taken  to  have  given  the  plaintiff  leave 
to  come  into  and  remain  in  the  enclosure  during  the  races  ;  that  such 
leave  was  not  revocable,  at  all  events  without  returning  the  guinea  ;  and 
so  that,  at  the  time  of  the  removal,  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  enclosure 
b}'  the  leave  and  license  of  Lord  Eglintoun.  Cause  was  shown  during 
last  term,  and  the  question  was  argued  before  my  Brothers  PARKE  and 
ROLFE  and  myself;  and  on  account  of  the  conflicting  authorities  cited  in 
the  argument,  we  took  time  to  consider  our  judgment,  which  we  are  now 
prepared  to  deliver. 

That  no  incorporeal  inheritance  affecting  land  can  either  be  created 
or  transferred  otherwise  than  by  deed,  is  a  proposition  so  well  estab- 
lished that  it  would  be  mere  pedantry  to  cite  authorities  in  its  support. 
All  such  inheritances  are  said  emphatically  to  lie  in  grant,  and  not  in 
liver)*,  and  to  pass  by  mere  delivering  of  the  deed.  In  all  the  authorities 
and  text-books  on  the  subject,  a  deed  is  always  stated  or  assumed  to  be 
indispensabl}"  requisite. 

And  although  the  older  giTtv>ori|jpg  appak  ftf  ' 


g  n  mTfTnuM  HiEflfTrinPT10  ^"-ilQldcjxmd  on  th£qual- 
ity  of  intnrnsjt.  fli-nntpd  nr  transferred,  but  on  the  nature_pf  the  gutjject 
mnt.t.orj  .1  right,  of  onmrnon,  for  jnst.nn^p,  whifh  iR-a^-puy&Lf/  jvren.flrp.,  or 
a  right  .of-jrayj  which  IB  nn  onscment,  or  right  in  nature  of  an  easement, 
can  n  porno  re  bejrranted  or  combed  for  life  or  for  years  without  a  deed, 
thaa-in_l£e_Jsimple.  Now,  in  the  present  case,  the  right  claimed  by  the 
plaintiff  is  a  right,  during  a  portion  of  each  day,  for  a  limited  number 
of  days,  to  pass  into  and  through  and  to  remain  in  a  certain  close  be- 
longing to  Lord  Eglintoun  ;  to  go  and  remain  where  if  he  went  and 
remained,  he  would,  but  for  the  ticket,  be  a  trespasser.  This  is  a  right 
affecting  land  at  least  as  obviously  and  extensively  as  a  right  of  way 
over  the  land,  —  it  is  a  right  of  way  and  something  more  ;  and  if  we 
had  to  decide  this  case  on  general  principles  only,  and  independentl}-  of 
authority,  it  would  appear  to  us  perfectly  clear  that  no  such  right  can 
be  created  otherwise  than  by  deed.  The  plaintiff,  however,  in  this  case 
argues,  that  he  is  not  driven  to  claim  the  right  in  question  strictly  as 
grantee.  He  contends,  that,  without  any  grant  from  Lord  Eglintoun, 
he  had  license  from  him  to  be  in  the  close  in  question  at  the  time  when 
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he  was  turned  out,  and  that  such  license  was,  under  the  circumstances, 
irrevocable.  And  for  this  he  relies  mainly  on  four  cases,  which  he  con- 
siders to  be  expressly  in  point  for  him :  viz.,  Webb  v.  Paternoster,  re- 
ported in  five  different  books,  namely,  Palmer,  71  ;  Roll.  143  and  152 ; 
Noj',  98  ;  Popham,  151,  and  Godbolt,  282  ;  Wood  v.  Lake,  Sa}'er,  3  ; 
Tjylerv.  Waters,  7  Taunt.  374;  and  Wood  v.  Manley,  11  Ad.  &  E. 
34 ;  3  Per.  &  D.  5. 

As  the  argument  of  the  plaintiff  rested  almost  entirely  on  the  au- 
thority of  these  four  cases,  it  is  very  important  to  look  to  them  minutely, 
in  order  to  see  the  exact  points  which  they  severally  decided. 

Before,  however,  we  proceed  to  this  investigation,  it  may  be  con- 
venient to  consider  the  nature  of  a  license,  and  what  are  its  legal  in- 
cidents. And  for  this  purpose  we  cannot  do  better  than  refer  to  Lord 
C.  J.  Vaughan's  elaborate  judgment  in  the  case  of  Thomas  v.  Sorrell, 
as  it  appears  in  his  Reports.  The  question  there  was  as  to  the  right 
of  the  Crown  to  dispense  with  certain  Statutes  regulating  the  sale  of 
wine,  and  to  license  the  Vintners'  Company  to  do  certain  acts  notwith- 
standing those  Statutes. 

In  the  course  of  his  judgment  the  Chief  Justice  says,  Vaughan,  351 : 
"  A  dispensation  or  license  properly  passeth  no  interest,  nor  alters  or 
transfers  property  in  anything,  but  only  makes  an  action  lawful  which 
without  it  had  been  unlawful.  As  a  license  to  go  beyond  the  seas,  to 
hunt  in  a  man's  park,  to  come  into  his  house,  are  only  actions  which, 
without  license,  had  been  unlawful.  But  a  license  to  hunt  in  a  man's 
park  and  cany  away  the  deer  killed  to  his  own  use ;  to  cut  down  a 
tree  in  a  man's  ground,  and  to  carry  it  awa}*  the  next  da}r  after  to  his 
own  use,  —  are  licenses  as  to  the  acts  of  hunting  and  cutting  down  the 
tree,  but  as  to  the  carrying  away  of  the  deer  killed  and  tree  cut  down, 
the}"  are  grants.  So,  to  license  a  man  to  eat  my  meat,  or  to  fire  the 
wood  in  my  chimney  to  warm  him  by,  as  to  the  actions  of  eating,  firing 
my  wood,  and  warming  him,  they  are  licenses ;  but  it  is  consequent 
necessarih*  to  those  actions  that  m}'  property  may  be  destroyed  in  the 
meat  eaten,  and  in  the  wood  burnt.  So  as  in  some  cases,  by  conse- 
quent and  not  directly,  and  as  its  effect,  a  dispensation  or  license  may 
destroy  and  alter  propert}-." 

Now,  attending  to  this  passage,  in  conjunction  with  the  title  "Li- 
cense "  in  Brooke's  Abridgment,  from  which,  and  particularly  from 
paragraph  15,  it  appears  that  a  license  is  in  its  nature  revocable,  we  have 
before  us  the  whole  principle  of  the  law  on  this  subject.  ^A_mere  license^ 
is  rqvnfflN0  ;  >Mit  thflt.  whifh  Jg  Pflllprl  x  lifpnsn  is  oftnn  something  niorft 
than  a  license  :  it  often  comprises  or  is  connected  with  a  grant ;  and 
the.n_the  party  who  has  given  it  cannot  in  general  revoke  it,  so  as  to 
defeat  his  grant,  to  which  it  was  incident. 

It  may  further  be  observed,  that  a  license  under  seal  (provided  it  be 
a  mere  license)  is  as  revocable  as  a  license  by  parol ;  and,  on  the  other 
hand,  a  license  by  parol,  coupled  with  a  grant,  is  as  irrevocable  as  a 
license  by  deed,  provided  only  that  the  grant  is  of  a  nature  capable  of 
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being  made  by  parol.  But  where  there  is  a  license  by  parol  coupled 
with  a  parol  grant,  or  pretended  grant,  of  something  which  is  incapable 
of  being  granted  otherwise  than  by  deed,  there  the  license  is  a  mere 
license  ;  it  is  not  an  incident  to  a  valid  grant,  and  it  is  therefore  revo- 
cable. Thus,  a  license  by  A.  to  hunt  in  his  park,  whether  given  by  deed 
or  by  parol,  is  revocable  ;  it  merely  renders  the  act  of  hunting  lawful, 
which,  without  the  license,  would  have  been  unlawful.  If  the  license 
be  as  put  by  Chief  Justice  Vanghan,  a  license  not  onlj'  to  hunt,  but  also 
to  take  awaj'  the  deer  when  killed  to  his  own  use,  this  is  in  truth  a  grant 
of  the  deer,  with  a  license  annexed  to  come  on  the  land  ;  and  suppos- 
ing the  grant  of  the  deer  to  be  good,  then  the  license  would  be  irrevocable 
by  the  party  who  had  given  it ;  he  would  be  estopped  from  defeating 
his  own  grant,  or  act  in  the  nature  of  a  grant.  But  suppose  the  case 
of  a  parol  license  to  come  on  my  lands,  and  there  to  make  a  water- 
course, to  flow  on  the  land  of  the  licensee.  In  such  a  case  there  is  no 
valid  grant  of  the  watercourse,  and  the  license  remains  a  mere  license, 
and  therefore  capable  of  being  revoked.  On  the  other  hand,  if  such  a 
license  were  granted  by  deed,  then  the  question  would  be  on  the  con- 
struction of  the  deed,  whether  it  amounted  to  a  grant  of  the  water- 
course ;  and  if  it  did,  then  the  license  would  be  irrevocable. 

Having  premised  these  remarks  on  the  general  doctrine,  we  will  pro- 
ceed to  consider  the  four  cases  relied  on  by  Mr.  Jervis  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  first  was  Webb  v.  Paternoster.  That,  as  appears  from  the  report 
in  Rolle,  was  an  action  of  trespass,  brought  against  the  defendant  for 
eating,  by  the  mouths  of  his  cattle,  the  plaintiff's  hay.  The  defendant 
justified  under  Sir  William  Plummer,  the  owner  of  the  fee  of  the  close 
in  which  the  h&y  was,  averring  that  Sir  W.  Plummer  leased  the  close 
to  him,  and  therefore,  as  lessee,  he  turned  his  cattle  into  the  close,  and 
they  ate  the  hay.  The  plaintiff  replied,  that,  before  the  making  of 
the  lease,  Sir  W.  Plummer  had  licensed  him  to  place  the  ha}'  on  the 
close  till  he  could  conveniently  sell  it,  and  that,  before  he  could  con- 
veniently sell  it,  Sir  W.  Plummer  leased  the  land  to  the  defendant. 
The  defendant  demurred  to  the  replication. 

From  the  arguments,  as  given  in  Rolle,  it  appears  that  the  plaintiffs 
counsel,  who  was  first  heard,  contended,  first,  that  the  license,  being  a 
license  for  profit  and  not  merely  for  pleasure,  and  being  also  for  a  cer- 
tain time  only,  namely,  till  he  could  sell  his  hay,  was  not  revocable ; 
and  secondh',  even  if  the  license  was  revocable,  still  that  the  lease  to 
the  defendant  was  an  implied,  and  not  an  express  revocation,  and  there- 
fore was  inoperative  against  him  without  notice ;  and  for  this  he  re- 
ferred to  Mallory's  Case,  5  Rep.  111.  To  this  latter  proposition  the 
court  appears  to  have  assented;  but  Dodderidge,  J.,  suggested,  that, 
even  if  the  license  was  in  force,  still  the  licenser  did  not  by  such  a 
license  preclude  himself,  nor,  consequently,  his  tenant,  from  turning 
cattle  on  the  land,  and  that  the  licensee  ought  to  have  taken  care  to 
protect  the  hay  from  the  cattle.  As  to  this,  however,  the  Chief  Jus- 
tice expressed  a  doubt.  The  defendant's  counsel  was  heard  some  days 
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afterwards,  and  he  alleged  that  it  appeared  by  the  record  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  had  two  years  to  sell  his  hay  before  the  defendant's  cattle  had 
eaten  it ;  and  he  argued  that  the  court  would  say,  as  matter  of  law, 
that  this  was  more  than  reasonable  time  ;  and  to  this  the  court  assented. 
The  plaintiff's  counsel,  in  reply,  reverted  to  the  distinction  between  the 
license  for  profit  and  a  license  for  pleasure ;  but  Dodderidge  denied  it, 
and  said  that  a  license  to  dig  gravel,  though  a  license  for  profit,  is  re- 
vocable ;  and  he  said  that  the  true  distinction  was  between  a  mere 
license,  and  a  license  coupled  with  an  interest.  Judgment  wjta_eyentu- 
ally  given  for  the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  had 

more  than  reasoiia5Ie__tinj£_far8oll  tho  huy. 

It  will  be  seen,  therefore,  that  the  only  two  points  decided  were^JIrst, 
that  the  question  of  reasonable  time  was  for  thecourt,  and  not  for~'tn'e 
forv  ;  and  secondly/tEal  two  yeaTs~~was  more  than  a.  reasonable  time. 
The  decision,  therefore,  itself  has  no  bearing  on  the  point  for  which  it 
was  cited ;  and  the  only  support  which  the  case  affords  to  the  doctrine 
contended  for  by  the  present  plaintiff  is  what  is  said,  in  the  report  of 
the  case  in  Popham,  to  have  been  agreed  by  the  court,  namely,  that  a 
license  for  profit  for  a  term  certain  is  not  revocable,  —  a  proposition  to 
which,  with  the  qualification  we  have  already  pointed  out,  we  entirely  ac- 
cede. It  is,  moreover,  by  no  means  certain  that  the  license  in  Web  v. 
Paternoster  was  not  a  license  under  seal.  The  defendant's  counsel 
appears,  from  the  report  in  Rolle,  to  speak  of  the  plaintiff  as  grantee  of 
the  liberty  to  stack  ha}',  &c., — a  form  of  expression  not  very  appropri- 
ate, if  used  in  respect  of  a  party  who  had  a  mere  parol  license  ;  and  the 
Chief  Justice,  according  to  the  report  in  Popham  and  Palmer,  says  that 
the  plaintiff  had  an  interest  which  charged  the  land,  into  whose  hands 
soever  it  should  come.  And  Dodderidge,  J.,  according  to  the  report 
in  Palmer,  arguing  that  the  lessee  certainly  might  turn  his  cattle  into  his 
own  field,  and  was  not  bound  to  stop  their  mouths,  says  it  was  folly  of 
the  plaintiff  that  he  did  not  together  with  the  license,  take  a  covenant 
that  it  should  be  lawful  for  him  to  fence  the  hay  with  a  hedge.  From 
these  expressions  (and  there  are  others  in  the  various  reports  of  the 
case  having  a  similar  aspect),  it  certainly  seems  possible  that  the  license 
was  under  seal ;  and  then  the  only  point  would  be  that  which  alone  was 
in  fact  decided,  namely,  whether,  supposing  the  plaintiff  to  have  ac- 
quired by  grant  a  right  to  stack  his  hay  on  the  land  for  a  limited  time, 
that  limited  time  had  expired.  Even  supposing  the  license  to  have 
been  a  mere  parol  license,  yet  the  strong  probability  is,  that  Webb  had 
purchased  the  ha}'  from  Sir  W.  Plummer  as  a  growing  crop,  with  liberty 
to  stack  it  on  the  land,  and  then  the  parol  license  might  be  good  as  a 
license  coupled  with  an  interest.  Be  this,  however,  as  it  ma}',  the  de- 
cision, as  we  have  already  pointed  out,  has  very  little,  or  rather  no 
bearing  on  the  case  before  us  ;  and  the  judgment  of  Dodderidge,  J.,  as 
given  both  in  Rolle  and  Palmer,  is  in  strict  accordance  with  what  was 
afterwards  laid  down  by  Vaughan,  C.  J.,  and  which  we  consider  to  be 
consonant  both  to  principle  and  authority. 


364  WOOD   V.   LEADBITTER. 

The  next  decision  in  order  of  time  is  that  of  Wood  v.  Lake,  in 
Sayer,  p.  3.  There  the  defendant  had,  by  a  parol  agreement,  given 
liberty  to  the  plaintiff  to  stack  coals  on  the  defendant's  land  for  a  term 
of  seven  j'ears.  After  the  plaintiff  had  enjo3-ed  this  privilege  for  three 
3*ears,  the  defendant  locked  up  the  gate  of  the  close.  No  report  is  given 
in  Sayer  of  the  arguments  at  the  bar.  But  from  a  MS.  report  of  the 
same  case,  referred  to  by  Gibbs,  C.  J.,  in  the  case  of  Tayler  v.  Waters, 
and  which  MS.  we  have  had  an  opportunity  of  consulting,  through  the 
kindness  of  the  representatives  of  the  late  Mr.  Justice  Bui-rough,1  it 
appears  that  the  argument  turned  wholly  on  the  point  whether  the  privi- 
lege of  stacking  the  coals  did  or  did  not  amount  to  a  lease ;  for  if  it 
did,  then  the  defendant  contended  it  was  void  after  three  j'ears,  under 
the  Statute  of  Frauds,  as  not  being  in  writing.  Lee,  C.  J.,  and  Deni- 
son,  J.,  held  it  to  be  no  lease,  nor  uncertain  interest  in  land  ;  but  Fos- 
ter, J.,  doubted,  and  desired  time  to  consider.  Ou  the  last  day  of  term, 
the  court  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  Foster  non  dissentients. 

Supposing  the  court  to  have  been  right  in  deciding  that  this  was  not 

1  The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  report  in  the  MS.  volume  of  Mr.  Justice  Burrough  : 

CASE.  —  A  parol  agreement  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  liberty  of  laying  and  stack- 
ing of  coals  upon  defendant's  close,  for  seven  years.  Afterwards,  defendant  forbids 
plaintiff  to  lay  any  more  coals  there',  and  shuts  up  his  gates.  Defendant  says,  that 
plaintiff  was  but  tenant  at  will.  Quaere,  if  this  was  an  interest  within  the  description 
of  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

Sergeajnt  Booth.  This  is  but  a  personal  license  or  easement :  1  Roll.  Abr,  859,  p.  4  ; 
Boll.  Rep.  143,  152  ;  1  Saund.  321.  A  contract  for  sale  of  timber  growing  upon  the 
land  has  been  determined  to  be  out  of  the  Statute,  1  Ld.  Raym.  182.  Vide  the  differ- 
ence of  a  license  and  a  lease,  1  Lev.  194.  This  must  be  taken  only  as  a  license,  for 
that  the  coal-loaders  also  are  to  have  benefit,  as  well  as  plaintiff. 

Serjeant  Poole,  for  defendant.  Question  is,  if  any  interest  in  land  passed  by  the 
agreement ;  for,  if  interest  passed,  it  is  within  the  Statute,  ergo  void,  being  for  longer 
term  than  three  years  :  Bro.  License,  p.  19  ;  Thome  v.  Senbright,  Salk.  24  ;  Web  v. 
Paternoster,  Poph.  151.  A  license  to  enter  upon  and  occupy  land  amounts  to  a  lease. 
The  plaintiff  not  confined  to  a  particular  part  of  the  close,  and  might  have  covered  the 
whole  if  he  pleased  ;  on  that  account  it  is  an  uncertain  interest.  The  distinction  of 
license  to  plaintiff  and  his  coal-loader  is  nothing;  he  could  not  stack  the  coal  himself, 
and  it  is  merely  vague.  Easement  may  be  of  more  value  than  the  inheritance  ;  ex  gr. 
way-leave. 

LEE,  C.  J.  If  this  be  a  lease,  as  it  is  argued,  it  is  within  the  Statute,  and  void,  for 
not  being  in  writing.  No  answer  as  yet  is  given  to  the  case  in  Popham,  when  the 
stacking  of  hay,  which  is  similar,  was  determined  to  be  a  license.  The  word  uncertain, 
in  the  Statute,  means  uncertainty  of  duration,  not  of  quantity.  License  was  not 
revocable,  and  here  is  no  case  to  show  this  to  be  considered  as  a  lease. 

DENISON,  J.  This  seems  not,  to  be  an  interest,  so  called  in  the  language  of  tin-  law, 
although  easements,  in  general  speaking,  may  be  called  interests.  Had  the  plaintiff 
such  an  interest  as  to  have  maintained  a  clausum  frcgit  ?  Certainly  not.  If  a  man 
licenses  to  enjoy  lands  for  five  years,  there  is  a  lease,  because  the  whole  interest  passes; 
but  this  was  only  a  license  for  a  particular  purpose. 

FOSTER,  J.  These  interests,  grounded  upon  licenses,  are  valuable,  and  deserve  the 
protection  of  the  law,  and  therefore  may  perhaps  have  been  within  the  intention  of  the 
words  of  the  Statute.  Desired  further  time  for  consideration  :  stood  over. 

N.  B.  Afterwards,  upon  motion  for  judgment  the  last  day  of  term,  and  gave  judg- 
ment for  plaintiff,  Foster  non  dissentiente. 
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a  lease  (which,  however,  is  doubted  by  Sir  E.  Sugden,  see  1  V.  &  P.,  last 
edit.,  p.  139),  yet  no  grounds  are  stated  on  which  it  could  be  held  good 
as  an  easement  originating  merely  by  parol.  Up  to  this  case  not  a 
single  decision  is  to  be  found  giving  countenance  to  any  such  proposi- 
tion ;  and  we  are  compelled  to  say,  that,  if  the  court  proceeded  on  the 
ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  acquired  the  easement  by  the  parol  license, 
we  do  not  think  it  can  be  supported.  But_the_case  may,  perhaps,  have 
been  decided  on  anotber_gronn(i — Th»  rlpfonriflni  hjmqeif  was  thejarty 
who  had  agreed  tftgiv^j^ippggpmpnf-.  to  t.hp  plaintiff ;  and  although  the 
action  is  atflt^ttTTTlvalrp  hppn  nn  fiction  on  the  f>n*c  \\  m?y  hnvp  i">pn  a 
mere  assuwpsit,  —  an  action  on  the  case  on  promises  ;  and  in  such  an 
action  thp  pTnThtiffjgnnJri  nwf.ainly  ha  ppt'tled  to  recover,  if  the  contract 
was  not  (and  pmba.b1y  thp  nonrt  considered^it, was  not)  a  contract  con- 
cerning land,  within  the  4th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

The  next  case  on  which  the  plaintiff  relies  is  Tayler  v.  Waters,  re- 
ported in  7  Taunt.  374.  It  was  an  action  by  the  plaintiff  against  the 
door-keeper  of  the  Opera-house,  for  preventing  him  from  entering  the 
house  during  the  performance  of  an  opera.  It  appeared  that  one  "VV. 
Taylor,  being  in  possession  of  the  Opera-house,  as  lessee  for  a  long 
term  of  years,  by  a  deed,  dated  the  24th  of  August,  1792,  assigned  his 
interest  therein  to  trustees,  on  various  trusts,  for  creditors  and  other 
claimants,  and  ultimately  in  trust  for  himself.  After  the  execution  of 
this  deed,  Taylor  continued  in  possession  by  the  permission  of  the  trus- 
tees, and  he  carried  on  and  managed  the  affairs  of  the  theatre.  In 
March,  1799,  he,  by  deed,  granted  to  one  Gourgas,  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, six  silver  tickets,  entitling  the  holders  to  admission  to  the 
theatre.  One  of  these  tickets  was  sold  b}'  Gourgas  to  the  plaintiff,  in 
July,  1799,  but  no  deed  of  assignment  to  him  was  executed.  In  1800, 
Taylor's  trustees  took  possession  of  the  theatre.  The  plaintiff,  how- 
ever, was  allowed  to  attend  the  theatre,  b}*  virtue  of  his  ticket,  until  the 
year  1814,  when  the  defendant  Waters,  as  servant  of  the  trustees,  pre- 
vented him  from  entering  the  theatre  :  and  for  this  obstruction  the  ac- 
tion was  brought.  The  cause  was  tried  before  C.  J.  Gibbs,  and  a 
verdict  found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  that  verdict  was  afterwards  upheld 
by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas.  The  grounds  of  the  judgment  were, 
that  the  right  under  the  silver  ticket  was  not  an  interest  in  land,  but  a 
license  irrevocable  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  enjoy  certain  privileges 
thereon ;  that  it  was  not  required  b}-  the  Statute  of  Frauds  to  be  in 
writing,  and  consequently,  might  be  granted  without  a  deed. 

The  Chief  Justice,  in  support  of  that  doctrine,  relied  on  Web  \. 
Paternoster,  which,  he  said,  showed  that  a  beneficial  license,  to  be  ex- 
ercised upon  land,  might  be  granted  without  deed,  and  could  not  be 
countermanded,  at  least  after  it  had  been  acted  on.  The  same  case,  he 
added,  showed  that  the  interest  was  not  such  an  interest  in  land  as  was 
required  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds  to  be  in  writing ;  as  to  which  last 
point  all  doubt,  if  there  remained  any.  had  (he  said)  been  removed  by 
the  case  of  Wood  v.  Lake. 
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This  judgment  is  stated  by  the  learned  reporter  to  have  comprised 
the  substance  of  the  arguments  on  both  sides,  and  which,  therefore,  he 
does  not  give  in  his  report.  We  must  infer  from  this  that  the  attention 
of  the  court  was  not  called  in  the  argument  to  the  principles  and  earlier 
authorities,  to  which  we  have  adverted.  Brooke,  in  his  Abridgment, 
Dodderidge,  in  the  case  of  Web  v.  Paternoster,  and  Lord  Ellen- 
borough,  in  the  case  of  Hex  v.  Hornclon-on-the-Hill,  4  M.  &  Selw. 
562,  all  state  in  the  most  distinct  manner  that  every  license  is  and  must 
be  in  its  nature  revocable,  so  long  as  it  is  a  mere  license.  Where,  indeed, 
it  is  connected  with  a  grant,  there  it  may,  by  ceasing  to  be  a  naked 
license,  become  irrevocable ;  but  then  it  is  obvious  that  the  grant  must 
exist  independently  of  the  license,  unless  it  be  a  grant  capable  of  being 
made  by  parol,  or  by  the  instrument  giving  the  license.  Now  in  Tay- 
ler  v.  Waters  there  was  no  grant  of  any  right  at  all,  unless  such  right  was 
conferred  by  the  license  itself.  C.  J.  Gibbs  gives  no  reason  for  saying 
that  the  license  was  a  license  irrevocable,  and  we  cannot  but  think  that 
he  would  have  paused  before  he  sanctioned  a  doctrine  so  entirely  repug- 
nant to  principle  and  to  the  earlier  authorities,  if  the}1  had  been  fully 
brought  before  the  court.  Again,  the  Chief  Justice  is  represented  as 
saying  that  the  interest  of  the  plaintiff  was  not  an  interest  in  land  within 
the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  that  consequently  it  might  be  granted  with- 
out deed.  How  the  circumstance,  that  the  interest  was  not  an  interest 
in  laud  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds  showed  it  to  be  grantable  without 
deed,  we  cannot  discover.  The  precise  point  decided  in  Web  v.  Pater- 
noster is  not  adverted  to,  and  it  is  assumed,  without  discussion,  that  the 
license  there  must  have  been  a  parol  license,  and  a  naked  license,  uncon- 
nected with  an  interest  capable  of  being  created  by  parol.  The  action 
was  not,  as  it  may  have  been  in  Wood  v.  Lake,  an  action  founded  on 
the  contract.  It  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  the  obstruction,  and 
was  founded  on  the  supposition  that  an  actual  right  to  enter  and  remain 
in  the  theatre,  had  vested  in  the  plaintiff,  under  the  license  conferred  by 
the  silver  ticket.  With  all  deferenoejp  the  high  authority  from  which 
the  jn*Hnnnt  in  T^y^  y  Wfff*rs  prnf-podpf^  wp  feel  warranted  in  say- 
ing that~1tris-to  tho  loot  dcgre<Miiis^tisjacjcj^j^^an_^ibsejTation  which 
We  hnv°  Mia  1ai!Ll  1'"«'d^™-'  *"  mn.lt ing,  in  .pnnspqnpnpp  of  its  soundness 
, — w  having  nhvmiiRlj-  K°pn  fl^nHHJ^y  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  and  Mr. 
,•  .Tuatinp  Biylpy  in  t,hft_paac  of  ITewlins  v.  Shlppam. 

The  fourth  and  last  case  relied  on  by  Mr.  Jervis  was  the  recent  case 
of  Woodv.  Manley,  in  the  Queen's  Bench,  11  Ad.  &  E.  34 ;  3  Per. 
&  D.  5.  That  was  an  action  for  trespass  quare  clausum  fregit :  plea, 
that  defendant  was  possessed  of  a  large  quantity  of  hay  being  on  the 
plaintiffs  close,  and  that  by  leave  of  plaintiff  he  entered  on  the  close  in 
question  to  remove  it.  Replication,  de  injuria.  It  was  proved  at  the 
trial  that  the  ha)*  in  question  was  sold  in  January,  1838,  b}*  the  plain- 
tiffs landlord,  who  had  seized  it  as  a  distress  for  rent.  The  conditions 
of  the  sale  were,  that  the  purchaser  of  the  hay  might  leave  it  on  the 
close  until  Ladj'-day,  and  might  in  the  mean  time  come  on  to  the  close 
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from  time  to  time,  as  often  as  he  should  see*fit,  to  remove  it.  These 
conditions  were  assented  to  by  the  plaintiff \  The  defendant  became 
the  purchaser,  and  afterwards,  and  before  Lady-day,  the  plaintiff  locked 
up  the  close.  The  defendant  broke  open  the  gate  in  order  to  remove 
the  hay.  A  verdict  was  found  for  the  defendant,  Erskine,  J.,  telling 
the  jury  that  the  license  to  come  from  time  to  time  to  remove  the  hay 
was  irrevocable.  Mr.  Crowder  moved  to  set  aside  this  verdict,  on  the 
ground  that  the  license  was  necessarily  revocable,  and  was  in  fact  re- 
voked. But  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  refused  to  grant  a  rule,  and 
we  think,  quite  rightly.  This  wns  a  PRSP.  nnt^pfj,  mere  license,  but  of 
a  license  couplejjvith_aji  interest — Hie_liayj_by^the  sale,  became~the 
property  oT  ttuTdefendant.  and  the  license  tDTTemoVeJt  became,  ajTTrT 
the  case  of  the  tree  and  the_deerT  put  bv  C.  J.  Vaughan^Jrreyofnh]^  by 
the  plaintiff;  and  the  rule  was  properly  rpfngpd  Thp.  case  was  analogous 
to  that  of  a  man  taking  my  goods,  and  putting  them  on  his  land,  in 
which  case  I  am  justified  in  going  on  the  land  and  removing  them : 
Vin.  Abr.  Trespass,  (H)  a  2,  pi.  12 ;  and  Patrick  v.  Colerick,  3  M. 
&  W.  483. 

It  appears,  therefore,  that  the  only  authority  necessarily  supporting 
the  present  plaintiff  in  the  proposition  for  which  he  is  contending,  is  the 
case  of  Tayler  v.  Waters,  in  which  the  real  difficulty  was  not  discussed, 
nor  even  stated.  It  was  taken  for  granted,  that,  if  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  did  not  appl}',  a  parol  license  was  sufficient,  and  the  necessity 
of  an  instrument  under  seal,  by  reason  of  the  interest  in  question  being 
a  right  in  nature  of  an  easement,  was  by  some  inadvertence  kept  en- 
tirely out  of  sight ;  and  for  these  reasons,  even  if  there  had  been  no 
conflicting  decisions,  we  should  have  thought  that  case  to  be  a  very  un- 
safe guide  in  leading  us  to  a  decision,  on  an  occasion  where  we  were 
called  on  to  lose  sight  of  the  ancient  landmarks  of  the  common  law. 

We  are  not,  however,  driven  to  say  that  we  shall  disregard  that  case 
merely  on  principle.  Giving  it  the  full  weight  of  judicial  decision,  it  is 
met  by  several  others,  which  we  must  entirely  disregard,  before  we  can 
adopt  the  argument  of  the  plaintiff.  In  the  cases  of  Fentiman  v. 
Smith,  4  East,  107,  and  Hex  v.  Horndon-on-the-Hill,  4  M.  &  Sel. 
565,  which  were  before  Tayler  v.  Waters,  Lord  Ellenborough  and  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  expressly  recognized  the  doctrine,  that  a  license 
is  no  grant,  and  that  it  is  in  its  nature  necessarily  revocable,  and  the 
further  doctrine,  that,  in  order  to  confer  an  incorporeal  right,  an  instru- 
ment under  seal  is  essential.  And  in  the  elaborate  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  given  by  Bay  ley,  J.,  in  Hewlins  v.  Shippam,  5 
B.  &  C.  222,  the  necessity  of  a  deed,  for  creating  any  incorporeal  right 
affecting  land,  was  expressly  recognized,  and  formed  the  ground  of  the 
decision.  It  is  true  that  the  interest  in  question  in  that  case  was  a  free- 
hold interest,  and  on  that  ground  Ba}"le3*,  J..  suggests  that  it  might  be 
distinguished  from  Tayler  v.  Waters  ;  but  in  an  earlier  part  of  that 
same  judgment,  he  states,  conformably  to  what  is  the  clear  law,  that, 
in  his  opinion,  the  quantity  of  interest  made  no  difference  ;  and  the  dis- 
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tinction  is  evident!}*  adverted  to  by  him,  not  because  he  entertained  the 
opinion  that  it  really  was  of  importance,  but  only  in  order  to  enable 
him  to  decide  that  case  without,  in  terms,  saying  that  he  did  not  con- 
sider the  case  of  Tayler  v.  Waters  to  be  law.  The  doctrine  of  Hew- 
lins  v.  Shippam  has  since  been  recognized  and  acted  upon  in  Bryan 
v.  Whistler,  8  B.  &  C.  288;  Cocker  v.  Copper,  1  C.,  M.,  &  R.  418; 
and  Wallis  v.  Harrison,  4  M.  &  W.  538 ;  and  it  would  be  impossible 
for  us  to  adopt  the  plaintiffs  view  of  the  law  without  holding  all  those 
cases  to  have  been  ill-decided.  It  was  suggested  that,  in  the  present 
case,  a  distinction  might  exist,  by  reason  of  the  plaintiffs  having  paid 
a  valuable  consideration  for  the  privilege  of  going  on  the  stand.  But 
this  fact  makes  no  difference  :  whether  it  may  give  the  plaintiff  a  right 
of  action  against  those  from  whom  he  purchased  the  ticket,  or  those 
who  authorized  its  being  issued  and  sold  to  him,  is  a  point  not  neces- 
sary to  be  discussed  ;  an}*  such  action  would  be  founded  on  a  breach 
of  contract,  and  would  not  be  the  result  of  his  having  acquired  by 
the  ticket  a  right  of  going  upon  the  stand,  in  spite  of  the  owner  of  the 
soil ;  and  it  is  sufficient,  on  this  point,  to  say,  that  in  several  of  the 
cases  we  have  cited  (Hewlins  v.  Shippam,  for  instance,  and  Bryan  \. 
Whistler)  the  alleged  license  had  been  granted  for  a  valuable  consider- 
ation, but  that  was  not  held  to  make  any  difference.  We  do  not  advert 
to  the  cases  of  Winter  v.  Brockwell,  8  East,  308,  and  Liggins  v.  Inge, 
7  Bing.  682,  or  other  cases  ranging  themselves  in  the  same  category,  as 
they  were  decided  on  grounds  inapplicable  to  the  case  now  before  us, 
and  were,  in  fact,  admitted  not  to  bear  upon  it. 

In  conclusion,  we  have  only  to  say,  that,  acting  upon  the  doctrine 
relative  to  licenses,  as  we  find  it  laid  down  by  Brooke,  b}T  Mr.  Justice 
Dodderidge,  and  by  C.  J.  Vaughan,  and  sanctioned  by  Hewlins  v. 
Shippam,  and  the  other  modern  cases  proceeding  on  the  same  prin- 
ciple, we  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  direction  given  to  the 
jury  at  the  trial  was  correct,  and  that  this  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Hide  discharged.1 

Kelly,  "Wortley,  Martin,  and  Peacock,  for  the  defendant. 

Jervis,  Humphrey v_and  Petersdorff*  for  the  plaintiff. 
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CHANCERY.     1851. 

[Reported  14  Bcrtv.  530.] 

THIS  bill  was  filed  by  the  Duke  of  Devonshire  and  sixteen  other  per- 
sons against  Thomas  Eglin. 

It  stated  that  in  1840  the  town  of  GrassingterTwas  much  incon- 

1  Bnt  see  Drew  v.  Peer,  93  Pa.  -234: — FnTalTaction  for  breach  of  contract  in  revok- 
ing a  license,  see  Smart  v.  Jones,  33  L.  J.  C.  P.  154. 

On  the  rights  arising  from  a  contract  for  lodging,  see  White  v.  Maynard,  1  H-Mtr3s. 
250,  and  cases  cited.  Cf.  also  Wells  v.  Kingston-upon-Hull,  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  402. 
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venienced  by  the  want  of  a  supply  of  water,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  dis- 
covered that  a  good  suppty  might  be  obtained  by  conveying  it  through 
the  lands  of  the  intermediate  proprietors  to  the  town.  Thatrthe  plain- 
tiffs and  others  raised  a  subscription  for  that  purpose,  andthat  the 
plaintiff  MasonTon  behalf  of  mmseit  and  the  otheFsubscribers,  applied 
to  the  defendant  to  permit  the  proposed  watercourse  to  pass  under  his 
land,  Hiui£h_heagreed  10  do.  "  That  on  behalf  of  the  subscribers,"  it 
was  agreed  that~2sTbt7.  a  .\ear  should  lie-paid  the  defendant  for  his 
mission. Tkai^siuth  watercourse  wasTcomj^letpd  in  1840,  at  an  expense 
of  £86,  and  was  used  down  to  1849  ;  but  some  disputes  as  to  other  mat- 
ters having  arisen,  the  defendant  stopped  the  watercourse.  The  bill 
stated  that  the  2s.  6d.  had  never  been  applied  for,  but  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  willing  to  pay  it.  It  alleged  that  the  expenditure  had  been  made 
on  the  faith  of  the  agreement,  and  that  no  grant  by  deed  had  ever  been 
made. 

The  bill  prayed  a  declaration  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  the 
use  and  enjoj'ment  of  the  watercourse,  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  /\/\y-z^  o^ 
the  defendant  from  obstructing  the  flow  of  water  through  his  land. 

The  defendant  admitted  he  consented  to  the  passage  of  the  water 
through  his  land  "  upon  condition  of  his  being  paid  a  proper  and  rea- 
sonable sum  or  price  for  that  consent  and  permission ; "  but  he  said 
that  no  sum  had  at  any  time  been  agreed  on  between  him  and  the 
plaintiffs  as  the  price  of  such  consent  or  permission. 

That  after  it  had  been  made  the  defendant  repeatedly  applied  to  the 
plaintiffs  to  come  to  an  agreement  as  to  the  price  to  be  paid,  but  no 
agreement  had  ever  been  come  to  and  no  price  had  ever  been  fixed. 

He  admitted  he  had,  in  December,  1849,  diverted  the  water,  and 
stated  that  negotiations  had  taken  place,  and  that  he  had  offered  to 
take  10s.  a  year  for  the  past,  and  £1  for  the  future,  but  that  such  offer 
had  not  been  accepted.  He  said  that  he  had  always  been  ready  to 
grant  the  right,  upon  payment  of  a  just  and  reasonable  sum,  but  that  he 
had  never  sold  or  agreed  to  sell  the  watercourse,  or  to  make  a  grant 
thereof,  and  that  he  never  directly  or  indirectl}-  encouraged  the  plain- 
tiffs in  laying  out  money  in  making  the  watercourse.  There  being  no 
contract  in  writing,  he  insisted  on  the  benefit  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
29  Charles  II.  cap.  3.  He  denied  the  agreement  to  pay  the  2s.  Qd.  a 
year,  and  that  fact  was  not  proved. 

There  was  evidence  to  show  that  the  defendant,  without  objection, 
saw  the  works  in  their  then  progress,  and  said  to  the  workmen :  "  Take 
care  that  you  don't  stop  up  my  drains  in  cutting  through  them,  for  if 
you  do,  I  shall  tear  up  j-our  watercourse."     There  was  no  other  proof 
that  the  defendant  encouraged  the  proceedings. 
The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 
Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Currey,  for  the  plaintiffs. 
Mr.  Elmsley  and  Mr.  Prendergast,  for  the  defendant. 
THE   MASTER  OF  THE   ROLLS  [SiR  JOHN   ROMILLY].     I  think   that 
the  frame  of  this  bill  is  defective  ;  but  I  will  give  leave  to  amend,  and 
VOL.  ii.  —  24 
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express  my  opinion  on  the  assumption  that  the  record  will  be  put  into 
a  proper  state. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  passages  read  from  the  answer  show  that 
there  was  a  parol  agreement  to  allow  the  watercourse  to  be  made 
through  the  defendant's  land,  in  consideration  of  payment  of  a  reason- 
able sum.  The  watercourse  was  made  in  the  year  1840,  and  from  that 
time  until  the  latter  end  of  1849,  this  easement  was  enjoyed  without 
any  dispute  or  contest  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  In  that  year  the 
defendant,  in  consequence  of  other  disputes,  insisted  on  the  price  being 
ascertained,  aud  the  evidence  shows  that  the  parties  have  not  since 
been  able  to  agree.  The  work  has.  ixo-VEe^er,  been 


nearly  ten  years,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  defendantcannot  prevent 
tiie  plaintiff's  enjo3'tnent  of  this  right. 

The  subscribers,  who  were  the  contracting  parties,  are  not  all  plain- 
tiffs ;  but  I  will  give  leave  to  the  plaintiffs  to  amend  the  bill  bj*  mak- 
ing it  on  behalf  of  all  the  subscribers,  and  at  the  same  time  allowing 
the  defendant  to  make  any  objection  to  the  frame  of  the  amended 
record  which  he  may  think  fit. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  inhabitants  are  entitled  to  the  relief  asked, 
and  to  the  benefit  of  this  water,  pa}'ing  a  proper  compensation  to  the 
defendant  ;  and  it  appears  to  me  that  the  regular  mode  of  ascertaining 
the  amount  will  be  to  refer  it  to  the  master,  to  ascertain  what  will  be  a 
proper  compensation  for  the  past  and  future  use. 

The  bill  being  amended  by  making  it  on  behalf  of  all  the  subscribers, 
the  decree  was  made,  declaring  the  plaintiffs  entitled,  referring  it  to  the 
master  to  ascertain  a  proper  rent,  and  to  settle  a  proper  deed,  and 
granting  a  perpetual  injunction  in  the  terms  praj'ed. 


WARD  v.  WARD. 
EXCHEQUER.     1852. 

[Reported  7  Ex.  838.] 

TRESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  two  closes  of  the  plaintiff,  with 
horses,  carts,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  Not  guilty.  Secondly,  that  he  was 
seised  of  a  close  called  the  Stubbing  Pits  ;  and  he  then  prescribed  for 
an  immemorial  right  of  way  over  the  closes  in  question  to  and  from  the 
Stubbing  Pits,  and  for  the  occupation  thereof.  Thirdly  and  fourthly, 
forty  and  twenty  years'  user  respectively  of  such  right  of  way,  under 
the  Prescription  Act,  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  71.  The  plaintiff  joined  issue 
on  the  first  plea,  and  traversed  the  rights  respectively  set  up  in  the 
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other  pleas ;  and  he  also  new  assigned  for  trespasses  committed  extra 
vianij  to  which  new  assignment  the  defendant  pleaded  Not  guilty ;  and 
issue  was  joined  thereon. 

At  the  trial,  before  Jervis,  C.  J.,  at  the  last  Derbyshire  Assizes,  it 
appeared  that  the  defendant  was  the  r>wnpr  of  thp  nlnsp  Pfl11pr[^he  Stub- 
bing  Pits,  and  that  in  former  times  the  owners  of  that  close  were  enti- 
tled to  use,  and  did  use,  the  disputed  way  in  question  ;_hjik_that,  in 
point  of  fact,  the  user  bad  not  been  exercised  from  the  year  1814  up  to 
the  time  of  the"a1!e<red  trespasses.  During  this  interval  the  plaintiff  him- 
self held  the  Stubbing  Pits,  with  other  land  ;  and  then  a  tenant  named 
Bishop  held  it,  and  paid  an  acknowledgment  to  the  plaintiff  for  using  a 
different  means  of  access  ;  and  then  another  tenant  held  it  for  twenty- 
six  }-ears,  during  all  which  time  he  made  no  use  of  the  way  in  question, 
because  he  had  other  lands  of  his  own  adjoining  the  Stubbing  Pils, 
which  furnished  him  with  a  shorter  and  more  convenient  way  to  and  from 
the  Stubbing  Pits  ;  but,  in  order  to  prevent  any  question  arising  as  to 
a  right  being  acquired  on  his  own  land,  he  regularly  obtained  an  allow- 
ance of  Is.  out  of  his  rent  as  an  acknowledgment  for  the  use  of  the  way 
over  his  own  land.  Under  these  circumstances  a  verdict  was  entered 
for  the  plaintiff  with  40s.  damages,  with  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move 
to  enter  a  verdict  for  him  upon  the  issue  raised  by  the  second  plea. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  accordingly, 

Hayes  (with  whom  was  Deighton)  showed  cause.  The  disuse  of  the 
right  of  way  for  upwards  of  twenty  years  amounts  to  an  abandonment 
of  the  right.  The  defendant  has  therefore  lost  the  right  of  way  which 
originally  belonged  to  the  Stubbing  Pits.  This  is  a  right  which  may  be 
presumed  from  a  continued  user,  and  by  non-user  the  right  may  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  given  up  :  Moore  v.  Rawson,  3  B.  &  C.  332.  Lit- 
tledale,  J.,  there  says  :  "After  twenty  j-ears'  adverse  enjoyment  the  law 
presumes  a  grant  made  before  the  user  commenced,  by  some  person 
who  had  power  to  grant.  But  if  the  part}*  who  has  acquired  the  right 
by  grant,  ceases  for  a  long  period  of  time  to  make  use  of  the  privilege 
so  granted  to  him,  it  may  then  be  presumed  that  he  has  released  the 
right."  [ALDERSON,  B.  The  presumption  of  abandonment  cannot  be 
made  from  the  mere  fact  of  non-user.  There  must  be  other  circum- 
stances in  the  case  to  raise  that  presumption.  The  right  is  acquired  by 
adverse  enjoyment.  The  non-user,  therefore,  must  be  the  consequence 
of  something  which  is  adverse  to  the  user.  Here  the  owners  of  the 
Stubbing  Pits  did  not  use  the  way  in  question,  for  the  simple  reason 
that  they  had  a  more  easy  and  convenient  means  of  access  to  that  part 
of  their  property.  If  the  owner  of  that  close  were  now  precluded  from 
recovering  the  original  right,  he  would  be  without  the  means  of  any 
access  to  his  property.  POLLOCK,  C.  B.  It  is  a  question  of  fact,  and 
one  which  could  only  be  found  one  wa}*.  The  only  inference  that  could 
reasonably  be  drawn  from  the  non-user  by  this  party  is,  that  he  had  no 
occasion  for  it.] 
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Macaulay  and  Brewer,  in  support  of  the  rule,  were  not  called  upon. 
PER  CuRiAM.1    The  rule  must  be  absolute. 

Hide  absolute? 


n 


HARVEY  v.  WALTERS. 
COMMON  PLEAS.     1873. 
[Reported  L.  R.  8  C.  P.  162.] 

THE  third  count  of  the  declaration  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  enti- 
tled to  a  right  of  having  rain-water  drop  from  the  eaves  of  certain  roofs 
on  the  plaintiff's  land  on  to  the  defendant's  land  adjoining,  and  of  hav- 
ing the  eaves  of  such  buildings  project  over  the  defendant's  land,  and 
complained  that  the  defendant  wrongfully  removed  the  said  eaves  and 
built  upon  the  said  land  close  to  and  higher  than  the  said  roofs,  so  as 
to  prevent  the  said  eaves  from  projecting  over  the  said  land,  and  the 
rain-water  from  dropping  from  the  said  eaves  on  the  said  land,  &c. 

Fourth  count  for  negligence  by  the  defendant  in  erecting  certain 
buildings  in  close  proximity  to  buildings  of  the  plaintiff,  so  that  the 
walls  and  roof  of  the  plaintiff's  buildings  were  injured  and  the  spouts 
for  carrying  off  the  rain-water  from  the  said  roof  were  damaged. 

Pleas  (inter  alia)  :  Third  plea  to  the  third  count  denying  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  as  alleged. 

Fifth  plea  to  the  fourth  count  alleging  that  the  plaintiff  had  wrong- 
full}'  placed  the  spouts  and  part  of  the  roof  of  plaintiff's  buildings,  so 
that  they  overhung  defendant's  land,  wherefore  defendant  removed  the 
same,  doing  no  unnecessary  damage,  &c. 

Issues. 

At  the  trial  before  Quain,  J.,  at  the  Nottingham  Spring  Assizes,  the 
facts  appeared  to  be  as  follows  :  The  plaintiff  and  defendant  were 
ow*hers  of  adjoining  properties,  and  it  was  not  denied  that  the  plaintiff 
had  become  entitled  by  user  to  a  right  of  having  the  eaves  of  buildings 
n  his  land  project  over  the  defendant's  land,^-btuXthe  plaintiff  had  soine^ 
**  _  short  time  brfnrn  thr  nrtion  pulled  dnvrn  thr  hnilrljngs  that,  had  formerly 
stood  on  hin  Innd,  and  rohnilt  tlicm^and  in  so  doing  hadcarried  tlie 


on  whi 


building,  and  so  increased  the  height  of  the  eaves  from  the  ground  by 
three  or  four  f»nnraoa  ftf  frru'ka.  —  Thrrr  wnn  no  flltrrntjonjn  the  charac- 
acter  of  fk°  ooypo  gm-a  ^ 


increased  height,,  n^r  wnq  thorp 


thing  to  show  thnfi  tbr  wntor  foil  frr>m  thft  caves  in  a  different^manner 
from  that  in  which  it_had  previously  fallen  so  as  torender  the  servitude 

1  POLLOCK,  C.  B.,  ALDERSON,  B.,  PLATT,  B.,  and  MARTIN,  B. 

2  See  accord.  Seaman  v.   Vawdrey,  16   Ves.   390,  a  case  of  a  profit  ;  Lavell  v. 
Smith,  3  C.  B.  N.  S.  120.     See  Crossley  v.  Lightowhr,  L.  R.  2  Ch.  478,  482  ;   While's 
Bank  v.  Nichols,  64  N.  Y.  65 
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more  onerous.  The  defendant  had  thereupon  removed  some  of  the 
spouting  of  plaintiffs  building  and  put  back  the  eaves  to  make  room 
for  buildings  which  she  erected  on  her  own  land.  On  these  facts  the 
verdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  40s.,  leave  being  reserved  to 
move  to  enter  it  for  the  defendant  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had 
lost  his  right  to  have  his  eaves  project  over  defendant's  land  by  raising 
his  roof. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  accordingly  obtained, — 

field,  Q.  C.,  and  Kennedy,  showed  cause. 

Cave  and  J.  C.  Lawrance,  supported  the  rule. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  (BoviLL,  C.  J.,  GROVE  and  DENMAN,  JJ.) 
was  delivered  by 

GROVE,  J.  This  action  was  tried  before  Quain,  J.,  at  the  Notting- 
ham Spring  Assizes,  1872,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff, 
subject  to  a  point  reserved  upon  the  3d  count  of  the  declaration,  which 
was  for  an  interference  with  a  right  of  eavesdropping  from  a  roof  of  the 
plaintiff  upon  the  defendant's  premises.  A  rule  was  subsequently  ob- 
tained by  Mr.  Cave,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  to  enter  the  verdict 
for  her  upon  the  issues  on  this  point,  on  the  ground  that  plaintiff,  by 
raising  his  roof,  had  lost  the  right  to  project  his  eaves  and  gutter  over 
the  defendant's  land,  and  that  is  the  onty  point  which  is  open  to  the 
defendant  on  the  present  rule.  The  question  was  reserved  at  the  trial, 
in  order  to  enable  the  defendant  to  take  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon 
the  point  raised  in^Thomasv.  Thomas,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  34.  But  for  the 
alteration  the  right  to  the  easement  was" established  by  the  evidence  and 
the  verdict  of  the  jury.  In  1867  the  plaintiff  made  some  alteration  in 
his  building  by  which  the  eaves  were  raised  higher  by  three  or  four 
courses  of  bricks,  but  the  extent  of  projection  of  the  eaves  remained  as 
before  the  alteration.  Things  being  in  this  state,  the  defendant  shortly 
before  the  time  of  the  action  removed  some  spouting,  and  put  back  the 
eaves  to  make  room  for  some  buildings  which  she  erected,  and  thereby 
damaged  the  plaintiff  by  causing  the  water  which  had  flowed  off  to  per- 
colate into  crevices,  and  obliging  him  to  construct  a  new  gutter  along 
the  roof.  It  was  contended  by  Mr.  Cave,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant, 
that  by  the  change  in  the  position  of  the  eaves  in  1867,  the  mode  of 
enjo3'ment  was  changed  and  the  easement  destroyed.  Mr.  Field,  on  the 
other  hand,  contended,  on  the  authority  of  Thomas  v.  Thomas,  that 
there  being  no  substantial  variance  in  the  enjoyment,  the  right  to 
the  easement  was  not  affected.  In  that  case,  which  was  veiy  similar  to 
the  present,  and  not  distinguishable  in  principle  from  it,  it  was  held 
that  the  raising  a  wall  about  three  feet,  from  which  water  dropped  on 
the  servient  tenement,  and  also  slightly  increasing  the  projection  by 
substituting  thatch  for  pantiles,  did  not  destroy  the  easement.  It  was, 
however,  argued  by  Mr.  Cave  that,  on  the  principle  of  cujus  est  solum 
ejus  est  usque  ad  ccelum,  there  was  a  trespass  in  this  case  which  the 
person  trespassed  on  had  a  right  to  abate.  Mr.  Field,  contra,  con- 
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tended  that  the  point  did  not  arise  upon  the  rule,  and  that  in  the  case 
of  Pickering  v.  Rudd,  4  Camp.  219,  Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  for 
nailing  a  board  so  as  to  overhang  the  plaintiff's  close  the  proper  remedy 
was  case  and  not  trespass  ;  and,  assuming  the  point  as  to  trespass  to 
be  open  to  the  defendant  upon  this  rule,  which  was  granted  onl}-  on  the 
point  reserved  at  the  trial,  the  original  projection  would  seem  to  be  the 
real  trespass,  and  the  projection  above  it  a  mere  user  of  the  space 
taken  possession  of  by  such  trespass.  The  real  and  indeed  the  only 
point  reserved,  however,  was  whether  the  easement  was  destroyed  by 
the  alteration.  It  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  mere  raising  of  the  eaves, 
which  would,  if  anything,  cause  the  water  falling  from  them  to  become 
more  dispersed,  could  affect  injuriously  the  defendaat's  property.  No 
real  difference  was  pointed  out  to  us  in  the  effect  of  the  slight  raising 
of  the  height  of  the  eaves.  IL  dMouit^ppear^hatjanjr^greater  burden 
was  thereby  cast  upon  the  servient  tenement,  and  in  thectvtHaw  it 
was  considered  that  the  raising  of  the  eaves  diminished  instead  of 
iPthe  burduu  uf  the 


FieliL 

It  appears  to  us  that  to  hold  that  any,  even  the  slightest,  variation  in 
the  enjoyment  of  an  easement  would  destroy  the  easement,  would  vir- 
tually do  away  with  all  easements,  as  by  the  effect  of  natural  causes 
some  change  must  take  place.  Thus  water  percolating  or  flowing 
would  produce  some  wear  and  tear,  and  alter  the  height  or  width  of 
the  conduit  ;  so  would  weather,  alternations  of  heat  and  cold,  &c.  In 
the  case  of  ancient  lights,  changes  in  the  transparency  of  glass,  wear 
and  tear  of  frames,  growth  of  shrubs,  &c.,  would  produce  effects  which 
would  var}*  the  character  of  the  enjoyment.  In  the  user  of  a  footpath 
the  footsteps  would  never  be  on  the  same  line,  or  confined  accurately  to 
the  same  width  of  road.  We  a.re  of  opinion  that  the  question  here,  as 
in  Hall  v.  *SWg,  4.  "Ring.  1S[-  J2.  381,  and  other  cases,  is,  whether  there 
has  been  a..sn.hstn.nt.ia.l  variance  jn_J:helno7:te~0f^oT~extent  ot'_uger"br 
enjoyment  of  the  easement,  so  as  to  throw  a  greater  burden  on  the 
servientjejiemejit.  In  the  language  of  Sir  Richar3~KIiidersleyr  which 
was  adopted  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  the  late  case  of  Heath  v. 
Eucknell,  Law  Rep.  8  Eq.  at  p.  5,  there  must  be  an  additional  or  dif- 
ferent servitude,  and  the  change  must  be  material  either  in  the  nature 
or  in  the  quantum  of  the  servitude  imposed.  It  was  not  suggested,  nor 
was  there  any  evidence  that  an}*  such  additional  burden  had  been  cast 
upon  the  defendant's  premises  b}r  the  alteration  in  this  case,  and  there- 
fore we  are  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  have  the 
verdict  entered  in  her  favor  upon  the  issues  in  question,  and  that  the 
present  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Mule  discharged. 
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RERICK  v.  KERN. 
SUPREME  COURT  OF  PENNSYLVANIA.     1826. 

[Reported  14  S.  &  R.  267.] 

ON  the  return  of  a  writ  of  error  from  the  Common  Pleas  of  Union 
count}',  it  appeared  from  the  record,  that  this  was  a  special  action  on 
the  case,  brought  by  Henry  Kern,  the  defendant  in  error,  against 
Henry  Rerick,  the  plaintiff  in  error,  for  diverting  a  watercourse,  in 
consequence  of  which  he  lost  the  use  of  his  saw-mill.  The  defendant 
pleaded,  Not  guilty. 

The  material  facts,  proved  on  the  trial,  were  that  some  years  before 
the  institution  of  the  suit,  Henry  Kern,  the  plaintiff  below,  being  about 
to  erect  a  saw-mill  on  a  streamwhich  was  designated  by  the  witnesses 
as  the  right-hand  stream,  a  T)etter  seat  for_tEe]mill  was  found  by  his 
millwright  on^whatwas  termed  the  left-hand  stream.  Kern  thereupon 
applied  to  Rerif.k  for  permission  to  turn  tne  water  into  the"left-hand 
stream,  ^bich  was  granted.  In  consequence  of  this  permission,  he 
built  the  saw-mill  upon  the  left-hand  stream.Witbout  the  aid  of  the 
right-hand  stream,  the  water  of  the  left-hand~streSm  would  have  been 
wholly-insufficient ;  but  thtTrigbt-hand  streanTEkme  would  have  served 
the  purposes  of  the  mill  three  or  four  months  during  the  year.  ByHr 
union  gf  the  two_-Str£ams^-tbe-aHM:  was  ienileiet3--ftbQuiL_aL  thml  more 
valuable  than  it  would  have  been  with  the  right-hand  stream  alone. 
No  deed  was  executed,  nor  was  any  consideration  given  ;  but  Kern,  in 
fonqpqn^nf0  {nLJIlfLJ^firiJlLffill^  bnilt  «  ypry  gnr>fj_rni1l7 

which  did_a_great  deal  of  business,  and,  which  he  wmild^pnt^Jin^phnilt 
on  the  left-hand  stream,  if  the  permission  had  not  been  given.  JWTien 
the  water  was  turned  away  by  Rerick,  the  mill  was  in  good  order,  and 
it  was  further  proved,  that,  at  the  time  the  trial  took  place,  there  was 
as  much  or  more  water  in  the  left-hand  stream  than  there  had  been 
before  the  erection  of  the  saw-mill. 

The  President  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  ( Chapman)  charged 
the  jury  as  follows  :  — 

"  Two  questions  arise  in  this  cause.  The  first  is,  whether  Henry 
Rerick,  after  permitting  and  agreeing  that  Henry  Kern  should  turn  the 
water  from  the  right-hand  stream  to  the  left-hand  stream,  when,  if  he 
had  not  given  that  permission,  he  would  have  built  his  mill  upon  the 
right-hand  stream,  can  he,  Henry  Rerick,  afterwards  withdraw  his  per- 
mission, and  thereby  destroy  the  use  of  Kern's  saw-mill.  His  with- 
drawing that  permission  after  the  mill  was  built,  by  removing  the 
stones  laid  for  the  purpose  of 'turning  the  water,  if  the  jury  believe 
these  facts,  would  be  a  fraud  and  imposition  upon  Henn-  Kern,  and  he 
would  have  no  right  to  remove  them.  But  if  he  had  withdrawn  his 
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permission,  and  removed  the  dam  before  Henry  Kern  was  at  the 
expense  of  building  a  mill,  he  would  have  been  justifiable  in  so  doing. 
Or  if  the  permission  was  by  parol  to  enjoy  a  right  which  could  only 
pass  by  grant  for  a  consideration,  it  would  be  within  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  and  Perjuries,  and  not  good  in  law.  But  if  the  jury  believe  the 
act  was  fraudulent  in  Henry  Rerick,  he  is  liable  to  pay  damages  to 
Henry  Kern  for  the  injury  done  him.  Of  the  amount  of  damages  the 
jury  are  the  judges.  The  second  question,  —  if  the  jury  believe  that 
no  fraud  has  been  committed  by  Henry  Rerick,  is,  did  Rerick,  by 
removing  the  dam,  divert  the  water  from  the  left-hand  stream,  so  as  to 
leave  less  water  running  in  the  left-hand  stream  than  there  was  for- 
merl}"  before  the  dam  was  erected  ?  This  is  a  fact  for  the  jury  ;  and  if 
the  jury  believe  that  Rerick  has  diverted  the  water  from  the  ancient 
channel,  which  he  had  no  right  to  do  to  the  injury  of  Kern,  and  that 
Kern  has  suffered  damage  thereb}-,  the  jury  are  to  determine  to  what 
amount  if  any  damage  the  plaintiff  has  suffered." 

The  court  was  requested,  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  to  instruct 
the  jury  in  the  following  manner :  — 

"  1.  That  if  Rerick,  about  the  year  1811,  did  allow  the  plaintiff,  as 
proved  b}'  William  Teats,  to  place  an  obstruction  in  the  natural  chan- 
nel of  one  branch  of  the  stream  on  Rerick's  own  land,  yet  that  being 
without  any  consideration,  and  mereh'  by  parol,  no  legal  right  to  the 
stream,  or  the  use  thereof,  passed  thereby  to  Kern,  but  Rerick  had  a 
right,  at  any  time,  to  remove  the  said  obstruction,  so  that  the  water 
could  flow  at  any  time  in  its  natural  channel." 

Answer.  "  In  answer  to  the  first  question,  —  he  would  have  a  right 
to  remove  the  said  obstruction,  before  Kern  had  incurred  the  expense 
of  building  a  saw-mill  on  the  faith  of  Rerick's  promise,  or  he  would 
have  had  a  right,  if  the  permission  or  promise  had  been  after  the  build- 
ing of  the  mill,  but  not  after  he  had  induced  Kern  to  be  at  the  expense 
of  building  the  mill." 

"  2.  That  an  action  for  diverting  an  ancient  watercourse  does 
not  lie  for  removing  an  artificial  obstruction  from  the  natural  chan- 
nel, whereby  the  water  was  made  to  flow  as  it  used  to  do  from  time 
immemorial." 

Answer.  "That  is  the  general  principle  of  the  law;  but  to  this 
there  are  exceptions,  where,  by  so  doing,  the  party  commits  a  fraud 
and  an  action  will  lie." 

"  3.  That  if  the  jury  believe  the  whole  evidence  exhibited  by  the 
plaintiff  in  this  cause,  Rerick  could  legally,  in  the  fall  of  1821,  remove 
the  dam  placed  in  the  forks  of  the  stream  by  Kern  on  Rerick's  land, 
and  for  removing  the  same  no  action  lies,  whether  Kern  sustained 
thereby  a  loss  or  not." 

Answer.  "If  the  jury  believe  that  there  was  no  fraud  in  Rerick's 
removing  the  dam,  in  which  case  he  would  have  a  legal  right  to  do  it, 
no  action  would  lie." 

"4.     That  if  the  jury  believe  the  water,  ever  since  the  removal  of 
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the  obstruction  at  the  forks,  has  run,  and  continues  to  run,  in  its 
natural  channel,  as  it  used  to  do  from  time  immemorial,  their  verdict 
should  be  for  the  defendant." 

Answer.  u  If  the  jur}-  so  believe,  and  that  no  fraud  was  committed 
by  removing  this  obstruction,  or  dam,  then  your  verdict  should  be  for 
the  defendant." 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant  excepted  to  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
both  in  their  charge  to  the  jury  and  in  their  answers  to  the  several 
propositions  submitted  to  them. 

Greenough,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Lashells,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

GIBSON,  J.  To  the  objection,  that  an  action  for  diverting  an  ancient 
watercourse  is  not  supported  by  evidence  of  the  removal  of  an  arti- 
ficial obstruction,  it  is  sufficient  to  answer,  that  in  the  case  before  us, 
the  right  depends,  not  on  the  antiquity  of  the  watercourse,  but  on  the 
agreement  of  the  parties  ;  and  the  question  therefore  is,  Would  equity 
carry  this  agreement  into  effect? 

That  such  an  agreement  ma}'  be  proved  by  parol,  was  settled  in  Le 
Feme  v.  Le  Fevre,  4  Serg.  &  Rawle,  241,  which,  in  this  respect,  goes 
as  far  as  the  case  before  us.  The  defence  there  was,  that  the  right, 
being  incorporeal,  and  therefore  lying  in  grant,  could  pass  only  by 
deed.  But  as  the  agreement  was  for  a  privilege  to  lay  pipes,  it  is 
evident  that  the  right  acquired  under  it  was  no  further  incorporeal  than 
that  which  passes  by  the  grant  of  a  mine,  or  of  a  right  to  build,  which 
indisputably  vests  an  interest  in  the  soil.  A  right  of  way,  which  has 
been  thought  to  approach  it  more  nearly,  in  fact  differs  from  it  still 
further.  But  the  defence  in  this  case  is  put  on  other  ground,  it  being 
contended  that  a  mere  license  is  revocable  under  all  circumstances,  and 
at  any  time. 

But  a  license  may  become  an  agreement  on  valuable  consideration, 
as  where  tbeenjoyment  of  it  must  necessarily  be  preceded  by  the 
expe?ditur^_oJlImQn£vj__and  when  the  grantee  lias  made  improvements 
or  invested  capital  in  consequence  of  it,  he  has  become  a  purchaser  for 
a  valuahle^cpnsideration.  Such  a  grant  is  a  direct  encouragement  to 
expend  money^~ancl~it  would  be  against  all  conscience  to  annul  it,  as 
soon  as  the  benefit  expected  from  the  expenditure  is  beginning  to  be 
perceived.  Wh}T  should  not  such  an  agreement  be  decreed  in  specie? 
That  a  party  should  be  let  off  from  his  contract  on  pa3'ment  of  a  com- 
pensation in  damages,  is  consistent  with  no  S3-stem  of  morals  but  the 
common  law,  which  was  in  this  respect  originally  determined  b}-  politi- 
cal considerations,  the  polic}*  of  its  military  tenures  requiring  that  the 
services  to  be  rendered  by  the  tenant  to  his  feudal  superior  should  not 
be  prevented  by  want  of  personal  independence.  Hence  the  judgment 
of  a  court  of  law  operates  on  the  right  of  a  party,  and  the  decree  of  a 
court  of  equity  on  the  person.  But  the  reason  of  this  distinction  has 
long  ceased,  and  equity  will  execute  every  agreement  for  the  breach  of 
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•which  damages  may  be  recovered,  where  an  action  for  damages  would 
be  an  inadequate  remedy.  How  veiy  inadequate  it  would  be  in  a  case 
like  this,  is  perceived  by  considering  that  a  license  which  has  been 
followed  by  the  expenditure  of  ten  thousand  dollars,  as  a  necessaiy 
qualification  to  the  enjoyment  of  it,  may  be  revoked  by  an  obstinate 
man  who  is  not  worth  as  many  cents.  But,  besides  this  risk  of  insol- 
vency, the  law  in  barely  compensating  the  want  of  performance,  sub- 
jects the  injured  party  to  risk  from  the  ignorance  or  dishonesty  of  those 
who  are  to  estimate  the  quantum  of  the  compensation.  In  the  case 
under  consideration,  no  objection  to  a  specific  performance  can  be 
founded  on  the  intrinsic  nature  of  the  agreement,  nor,  having  been 
partly  executed,  on  the  circumstance  of  its  resting  in  parol ;  but  it  is  to 
be  considered  as  if  there  had  been  a  formal  conveyance  of  the  right, 
and  nothing  remains  but  to  determine  its  duration  and  extent. 

A  right  under  a  license,  when  not  specialty  restricted,  is  commen- 
surate with  the  thing  of  which  the  license  is  an  accessory.  Permission 
to  use  water  for  a  mill,  or  an}'thing  else  that  was  viewed  by  the  parties 
as  a  permanent  erection,  will  be  of  unlimited  duration,  and  survive  the 
erection  itself,  if  it  should  be  destroyed  or  fall  into  a  state  of  dilapida- 
tion ;  in  which  case  the  parties  might  perhaps  be  thought  to  be  remitted 
to  their  former  rights.  But  having  had  in  view  an  unlimited  enjoyment 
of  the  privilege,  the  grantee  has  purchased  bj*  the  expenditure  of 
money  a  right,  indefinite  in  point  of  duration,  which  cannot  be  for- 
feited by  non-user,  unless  for  a  period  sufficient  to  raise  the  presump- 
tion of  a  release.  The  right  to  rebuild,  in  case  of  destruction  or 
dilapidation,  and  to  continue  the  business  on  its  original  footing,  may 
have  been  in  view  as  necessary  to  his  safety,  and  may  have  been  an 
inducement  to  the  particular  investment  in  the  first  instance.  The  cost 
of  rebuilding  a  furnace,  for  instance,  would  be  trivial  when  weighed 
with  the  loss  that  would  be  caused  by  breaking  up  the  business  and 
turning  the  capital  into  other  channels  ;  and  therefore  a  license  to  use 
water  for  a  furnace  would  endure  forever.  But  it  is  otherwise  where 
the  object  to  be  accomplished  is  temporary.  •  Such  usually  is  the  object 
to  be  accomplished  by  a  saw-mill,  the  permanency  of  which  is  depend- 
ent on  a  variety  of  circumstances,  such  as  an  abundance  of  timber,  on 
the  failure  of  which  the  business  necessarily  is  at  an  end.  But,  till 
then,  it  constitutes  a  right  for  the  violation  of  which  redress  may  be 
had  by  action.  With  this  qualification  it  may  safely  be  affirmed  that 
expending  mone}*  or  labor,  in  consequence  of  a  license  to  divert  a 
watercourse  or  use  a  water-power  in  a  particular  way,  has  the  effect  of 
turning  such  license  into  an  agreement  that  will  be  executed  in  equity. 
Here  it  was  not  pretended  that  the  license  had  expired,  and  we  are 
unable  to  discover  an  error  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  on  the  points 
that  were  propounded.  Judgment  affirmed?- 

1  The  doctrine  of  Rerick  v.  Kern  has  been  adhered  to  in  Pennsylvania.  It  has  been 
adopted  in  Ohio,  Wilson  v.  Chalfant,  15  Ohio,  248  (but  see  Wilkins  v.  Irvine,  33 


BEIDGES  V.  PTJECELL. 


BRIDGES  v.  PURCELL. 
SUPREME  COURT  OF  NORTH  CAROLINA.     1836. 

[Reported  1  Dev.  &  B.  492.] 

THIS  was  a  petition  filed  by  the  plaintiff  for  an  injury  to  his  land  and 
dwelling,  caused  by  a  mill-pond  of  the  defendants. 

Upon  the  trial  before  Strange,  Judge,  at  Roberson,  on  the  last  Fall 
Circuit,  the  only  question  being  whether  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  re- 
cover, and  if  so,  how  much,  the  defendants  proved  that  the  father  of 
the  plaintiff,  under  whom  he  claimed,  being  informed,  previously  to  the 
erection  of  the  dam,  by  the  person  under  whom  they  claimed,  of  his  in- 
tention to  build  a  mill,  expressed  his  satisfaction  at  the  prospect,  and 
gave  his  permission  to  raise  the  dam  as  high  as  might  be  necessary. 

His  Honor  informed  the  jury  that  if  the}'  believed  this  testimony,  the 
plaintiff  could  not  recover,  unless  the  dam  had,  subsequently  to  the 
license,  been  raised  still  higher. 

A  verdict  was  returned  for  the  plaintiff;  but  he,  being  dissatisfied 
with  the  amount  of  damages,  appealed. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  either  part}*. 

GASTON,  Judge.  The  error  assigned  upon  this  appeal  is  to  be  found 
in  an  exception  to  the  charge  of  the  judge.  The  instruction  complained 
of  lays  it  down  for  law,  that  if  the  owner  of  a  tract  of  land  has,  by  the 
erection  of  a  mill-dam,  ponded  the  land  of  another,  under  a  parol  li- 
cense from  him,  those  who  succeed  to  the  estate  in  the  land  thus 
ponded,  cannot,  because  of  a  continuance  of  the  nuisance,  recover 
against  the  alienee  of  him  who  erected  the  dam,  unless  the  dam  has 
been  raised  to  a  greater  height  than  was  originally  permitted.  We 
suppose  that  this  instruction  is  founded  upon  a  principle  recognized, 
or  thought  to  be  recognized,  in  several  adjudications,  that  a  verbal 
authority  is  not  only  an  excuse  for  what  has  been  done  under  it, 
but  cannot  be  countermanded  if  once  acted  upon,  without,  at  least, 
putting  the  person  licensed  in  the  same  condition  wherein  he  was  before 
acting  on  the  license.  The  occasion  does  not  call  upon  us  to  examine 
the  correctness  of  this  principle,  or  to  define  its  extent,  should  the  cor- 
rectness be  admitted  ;  and  on  questions  of  acknowledged  difficult}', 

Ohio  St.  138)  ;  Indiana,  Buchanan  v.  Logansport  R.  Co.,  71  Ind.  265  ;  Iowa,  Decorah 
Woollen  Co.  v.  Greer,  49  Iowa,  490  ;  and  Nevada,  Lee  v.  McLeod,  12  Nev.  280.  The 
favor  once  shown  to  it  in  Maine,  Richer  v.  Kelly,  1  Greenl.  117  ;  in  New  Hampshire, 
Ameriscoggin  Bridge  v.  Bragg,  11  N.  H.  102  ;  and  in  Illinois,  Russell  v.  Hubbard,  59 
111.  335,  —  seems  to  be  now  almost,  if  not  quite,  wholly  withdrawn.  Pitman  v.  Poor, 
38  Me.  237;  Houston  v.  Laffee,  46  N.  H.  505  ;  Batchelder  v.  Hibbard,  58  N.  H.  269  ; 
Knmphouse  v.  Gaffner,  73  111.  453  ;  Forbes  v.  Balenseifer,  74  111.  183  ;  Tanner  v. 
VoUntine,  75  ILL  624  ;  Nat.  Stock  Yards  v.  Wiggins  Ferry  Co.,  112  111.  384,  391. 
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where  we  have  not  the  benefit  of  a  discussion  (and  in  this  case  there 
has  been  no  counsel),  we  feel  ourselves  bound  to  exercise  caution  in 
forbearing  to  decide  any  unnecessary  point.  The  cases  that  bear  upon 
this  doctrine,  so  far  as  we  know  of  them,  and  they  are  accessible  to  us, 
have  been  carefully  examined,  and  the  result  is,  a  conviction  that  they 
do  not  warrant  the  instruction  given ;  or,  if  they  do,  that  the  instruc- 
tion, notwithstanding  these  decisions,  is,  nevertheless,  erroneous.  One 
of  the  latest  of  these  decisions  is  Liggins  v.  Inge,  reported  7  Bing. 
682.  It  is  not  amiss  to  remark  the  extreme  caution  with  which  that 
case  is  spoken  of  by  Chief  Justice  Deniuau,  in  delivering  his  very  able 
opinion,  and  the  judgment  of  the  court  on  the  case  of  Mason  v.  Hill, 
reported  5  Barn.  &  Aid.  1.  Supposing  it,  however,  to  have  been 
properly  decided  (of  which  we  say  nothing),  it  seems  to  us  to  have 
been  determined  on  grounds  not  applicable  to  the  subject  now  under 
consideration.  In  that  case  the  plaintiffs  father,  by  parol  license,  had 
permitted  the  defendants  to  lower  the  banks  of  a  river,  and  make  a 
weir  above  the  plaintiffs  mill,  whereby  less  water  flowed  to  it  than 
before  ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  sue  the  defendants 
for  refusing  to  raise  the  bank  to  its  former  height,  and  to  remove  the 
weir,  and  thus  continuing  the  diminished  flow  of  water  to  the  plaintiffs 
mill.  The  determination  is  distinct^  placed  upon  these  positions,  that 
the  water  in  the  river  is  public  property,  open  to  the  use  of  all ;  that  the 
party  who  first  appropriates  to  his  own  use  any  portion  of  it  flowing 
through  his  own  land,  has  the  right  to  the  use  of  what  is  thus  appropri- 
ated, against  all  others ;  and  that  the  water,  after  such  appropriation, 
may  be  given  back  to  the  public,  and  then  appropriated  by  other  indi- 
viduals to  their  use.  The  parol  license  was  regarded,  not  as  transfer- 
ring to  the  defendants  an}"  right  or  interest  in  the  water  accustomed  to 
flow  to  the  plaintiffs  mill,  but  as  giving  back  and  yielding  up  to  the 
public  —  for  the  use  of  whoever  might  afterwards  appropriate  it  —  that 
quantity  of  the  water  which  found  its  way  over  the  weir  and  the  low- 
ered banks.  In  the  present  case  the  defendants  claim  the  privilege 
to  throw  the  water  of  their  mill-pond  upon  the  land  of  the  plaintiff. 
The}-  certainly  have  it  not  of  common  right.  They  claim  it  as  having 
belonged  to  their  vendor,  because  of  a  license  from  the  former  proprie- 
tor of  the  plaintiffs  land,  and  as  having  been  transmitted  to  them, 
along  with  his  sale  of  the  land,  which  they  hold  as  an  appurtenance  to 
the  thing  thereby  conveyed. 

The  case  of  Tayler  v.  Waters,  reported  2  Mars.  551,  and  7  Taunt. 
374,  though  connected  with  this  subject,  decides  nothing  upon  this 
question.  It  decides  that  a  license  of  free  admission  for  the  term  of 
twent3--one  j'ears  to  a  theatre,  on  nights  of  public  exhibition,  granted 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  is  valid.  It  also  decides  that  such  a  li- 
cense may  be  granted  by  parol,  notwithstanding  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 
Of  the  first  position  we  see  no  cause  to  doubt.  A  license  for  a  valuable 
consideration  for  a  specified  time,  is  in  law  a  grant  of  the  thing,  or  the 
use  thereof  for  that  time,  and  by  the  force  of  the  executed  contract  as  a 
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lease,  or  a  grant,  passes  an  irrevocable  right  during  the  time  to  the 
privilege  thereby  granted.  Popham,  151 ;  Vin.  Abr.  tit.  License, 
E.  Vaughan,  351. 

The  correctness  of  the  second  position  has  been  questioned  (see  2 
Chitty's  Prac.  339,  and  Sugden  on  Vendors,  57),  and  is  opposed  by  a 
strength  of  reasoning  not  easily  answered.  But  we  have  no  concern 
with  it.  Our  Statute  of  Frauds  certainly  does  not  embrace  such  a 
license,  whatever  interest  it  ma}-  pass,  for  that  Statute  applies  not  to 
executed  contracts.  The  case  of  Winter  \.  Brockwell,  8  East,  309, 
comes  from  a  high  authority.  The  plaintiff  brought  an  action  on  the 
case  for  a  nuisance  in  erecting  a  skylight  over  an  open  area,  by  means 
whereof  the  light  and  air  were  kept  from  his  windows,  and  noisome 
smells  arising  from  the  adjoining  house  were  forced  into  them.  On  the 
general  issue  the  defendant  gave  in  evidence  that  the  erection  com- 
plained of  was  made  with  the  plaintiffs  express  approbation,  but  that 
after  it  was  finished,  the  plaintiff  became  dissatisfied,  and  required  it  to 
be  put  down.  Lord  Ellenborough  admitted  the  point  to  be  new  to  him, 
but  he  thought  it  unreasonable  that  after  a  part}*  had  been  led  to  incur 
expense  in  consequence  of  having  a  license  from  another  to  do  an  act, 
and  that  license  had  been  acted  upon,  the  other  should  be  permitted  to 
recall  his  license,  and  treat  the  first  as  a  trespasser  for  having  done  the 
act.  At  the  trial  he  instructed  the  jury,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 
recall  his  license  without  offering  to  pay  all  the  expenses  incurred. 
AVhen  a  motion  was  made  by  one  of  the  counsel  for  a  new  trial,  Lord 
Ellenborough  remarked  that  he  found  himself  justified  in  the  opinion  he 
had  given  the  jury  by  the  case  of  Web  v.  Paternoster,  and  thereupon 
the  counsel  waived  the  motion.  It  is  impossible,  I  think,  not  to  feel 
with  Lord  Ellenborough  that  the  plaintiffs  conduct  was  unreasonable, 
and  that  he  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  insist  on  the  erection  being 
destroyed  without  some  compensation  to  the  defendant  for  the  expense 
incurred.  The  quantum  of  compensation  could  not  be  ascertained  in 
that  action,  and  the  question  would  seem  to  be,  whether  compensation 
must  be  made  before  the  license  can  be  revoked  at  law,  or  whether  a 
legal  revocation  could  not  be  made,  and  then  the  execution  of  the  judg- 
ment enjoined  until  compensation  made.  The  case  of  Web  v.  Pater- 
noster (said  to  be  best  reported  in  Palmer,  71)  was  determined  upon 
the  point,  not  that  the  license  was  not  countermandable,  but  that 
it  was  a  license  for  a  convenient  time  only,  and  that  such  time  had  ex- 
pired before  the  act  done  whereof  the  plaintiff  complained.  Two  of 
the  judges,  Montague  and  Haughton,  expressed  an  opinion  that  the 
license,  which  was  a  permission  from  the  owner  of  the  land  to  put  a 
cock  of  hay  thereon  for  a  reasonable  time,  passed  an  interest,  which 
charged  the  land  in  the  hands  of  the  lessee,  notwithstanding  a  coun- 
termand. Dodderidge  doubted  thereof,  but  remarked,  among  other 
things,  that  every  license  which  is  in  its  nature  a  license,  is  counter- 
mandable ;  and  Haughton  then  said  that  there  was  a  distinction 
between  licenses  executed  and  licenses  executory,  —  that  the  former 
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were  not  countermandable,  but  the  latter  were.  It  is  not  improbable 
that  he  regarded  the  former  as  irrevocable,  because  the}-  passed  an 
interest.  As  the  case  occurred  in  the  reign  of  James  the  1st,  long  be- 
fore the  Statute  of  Frauds,  it  was  argued  and  decided  on  common  law 
principles.  The  case  of  Wood  v.  Lake,  in  Sayer,  3,  does  not  apply. 
There,  according  to  the  reporter,  it  was  held  that  an  agreement  for  one 
to  stack  coals  on  another's  land  for  seven  years,  may  be  granted  by 
parol,  because  it  is  not  an  interest.  The  report  is  confessedly  an 
inaccurate  one,  — the  decision,  if  made,  is  clearly  wrong  (see  Sugden 
on  Ven.,  ut  supra  ;  Phillips  v.  Thompson,  1  John.  Ch.  Rep.  131)  ;  but 
if  the  decision  were  right,  it  bears  not  upon  the  present  point. 

A  license  is  a  power  or  authority  given  to  a  man  to  do  a  lawful  act. 
Unquestionably,  no  countermand  can  make  the  act  done  under  it  illegal. 
Here  it  was  not  a  license  to  erect  a  dam,  for  no  license  was  needed  for 
any  such  purpose.  It  was  a  license,  by  means  of  a  dam  on  his  own 
land,  to  pond  water  on  the  land  of  him  who  gave  the  license.  It  is 
often  difficult  to  distinguish  between  a  license  or  a  mere  authorit}-,  and 
an  interest  or  a  license  coupled  with  an  interest.  It  necessarily  follows 
that  what  is  done  under  either,  while  in  force,  is  binding  upon  him  who 
has  granted  it  Until  the  license  was  revoked,  the  keeping  of  the 
water  upon  the  land  was  lawful.  It  is  a  general  principle  that  a  mere 
license  may  be  countermanded ;  and  it  is  equally  a  general  principle 
that  an  interest  once  passed  cannot  be  recalled.  The  extent  of  the 
grant,  whether  it  be  of  an  authority  or  an  interest,  depends  not  on  any 
technical  words,  but  upon  the  intention  of  the  parties.  Whether  a 
license  to  do  an  act  which  in  its  consequences  permanently  affects  the 
property  of  him  who  gives  it,  when  so  acted  on,  that  what  is  done  can- 
not convenient!}'  be  undone,  may  be  regarded  as  the  grant  of  an  inter- 
est to  the  extent  of  the  consequences  thereby  authorized,  and  therefore 
not  revocable ;  or  whether  such  a  license  does  not  necessarily  imply 
a  permission  for  the  thing  done  to  remain,  notwithstanding  the  contin- 
uing consequences ;  and  therefore  the  licenser,  on  a  principle  of  good 
faith,  may  be  forbidden  to  withdraw  it,  without  indemnifying  him  who 
trusted  thereto  :  whether  these  or  either  of  these  principles  can  or  can- 
not be  extracted  from  the  adjudications,  we  are  of  opinion  that  they  do 
not  uphold  the  instructions  complained  of.  The  light  to  pond  water 
on  another's  land  is  an  incorporeal  hereditament,  —  a  right  not  indeed 
to  the  land  itself,  but  to  a  privilege  on  and  upon  the  land,  impairing  to 
that  extent  the  dominion  of  the  proprietor  therein.  Set  up  as  a  perma- 
nent interest  granted  to  the  vendor  of  the  plaintiff,  transferable  by  him, 
passing  with  the  land  to  the  defendants,  it  is  inoperative,  because  it  is 
a  freehold  interest,  and  cannot  pass  but  by  deed.  Regarded  as  a  mere 
license,  however  irrevocable,  between  the  parties  (if,  indeed,  there  can 
be  such  without  an  interest) ,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  it  can  be  binding 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants.  The  ancestor  of  the  plaintiff 
granted  a  license,  and  the  plaintiff  has  succeeded  to  all  his  estate. 
Now,  if  the  effect  of  the  license  be  not  to  pass  any  interest  out  of,  or 
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impose  any  charge  upon,  the  land,  the  plaintiff  has  succeeded  to  an  un- 
limited and  unshackled  fee  simple  therein.  A  mere  authority  neces- 
sarily ceases  with  the  life  of  the  grantor.  The  plaintiffs  ancestor 
granted  a  license  to  the  vendor  of  the  defendants ;  but  regarded  as  a 
license,  how  does  it  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  defendants  ?  If  it  passed 
as  an  appurtenance  to  the  land,-  it  partook  of  its  nature  ;  it  was  more 
than  an  authority,  it  was  an  hereditament.  To  hold  that  a  permis- 
sion thus  given  shall  operate  forever  for  the  benefit  of  the  grantee  and 
his  assigns,  against  the  grantor  and  his  heirs,  would  be,  in  effect,  to 
permit  a  fee  simple  estate  to  pass  under  the  name  of  an  irrevocable 
license.  Purchasers  would  never  know  what  incumbrances  were  upon 
their  lands,  and  instead  of  the  solemn  and  deliberate  instruments  which 
the  law  requires  as  the  indispensable  means  of  transferring  freeholds, 
valuable  landed  interests  would  be  made  to  depend  wholly  on  the  integ- 
rity, capacit}',  or  recollection  of  witnesses. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  with  directions  to  the  court  below  to  award 
a  new  trial.  ^. 

PER  CURIAM.  .  ">~4-v-/~~l^-£v/v^        "^Judgment  reversed. l/> 


MORSE  v.    COPELA? 
SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  /OF/MASS ACHUSETTS.     1854. 

r  [Reported  2  Gray,  302.] 

ACTION  of  tort  for  diverting  water  from  the  plaintiffs'  mill-pond  in 
Easton.  The  case  was  submitted  to  the  court  upon  the  following  state- 
ment of  facts : 

Josiah  and  Horatio  Copeland,  on  the  10th  of  Ma}*,  1825,  conveyed 
their  interest  in  a  factory  and  water  privilege  to  the  Easton  Manufac- 
turing Company,  together  with  the  privilege  of  flowing  all  the  land  that 
either  of  the  grantors  then  owned,  which  could  be  flowed  with  the 
height  of  the  dam  and  saw-mill  flume,  as  it  then  was,  which  is  also  its 
present  height.  The  Easton  Manufacturing  Company  conveyed  the 
factory  and  privilege  to  Shepard  Leach,  from  whom,  by  mesne  convey- 
ances, they  have  since  become  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs. 

Josiah  and  Horatio  Copeland,  at  the  time  of  making  their  deed  to  the 
Easton  Manufacturing  Company,  each  owned  land  on  the  northerly  side 
of  the  factory  pond.  Josiah  Copeland  convej'ed  away  his  land  on  that 
side  of  the  pond  in  1836  ;  and  his  grantee,  in  1838,  conveyed  the  same 
to  Caleb  Swan,  who  has  since  continued  to  own  it.  Horatio  Copeland 
conveyed  away  his  land  on  that  side  of  the  pond  in  1834  ;  and  the  de- 
fendants acquired  his  title  in  1838.  and  have  since  held  it.  All  these 
conveyances  were  made  expressly  subject  to  the  right  of  flowage 
granted  to  the  Easton  Manufacturing  Company  by  said  Copelands. 

1  Accord.  Foot  v.  New  Haven  &  Northampton  Co.,  23  Conn.  214. 
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Leach,  while  he  owned  the  factory  and  privilege,  in  1831,  gave  to 
Josiah  and  Horatio  Copeland  an  oral  permission  or  license  to  erect,  on 
their  land,  a  dam  or  embankment  across  the  mouth  of  a  cove  that  was 
formed  by  the  water  raised  by  the  factory  dam,  for  the  purpose  of  ex- 
cluding the  water  from  certain  parts  of  their  land  ;  and  said  Copelands 
made  such  a  dam  or  embankment,  at  their  own  expense,  which  re- 
mained, and  effected  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  built,  until  Septem- 
ber, 1853.  In  the  same  year  (1831)  Leach  also  gave  said  Copelands 
an  oral  permision  or  license  to  dig  a  ditch  across  his  (Leach's)  land, 
now  owned  by  the  plaintiffs,  for  the  purpose  of  draining  the  water  of 
the  factory  pond  which  might  accumulate  on  their  land,  after  the  erec- 
tion of  the  dam  or  embankment  by  them.  This  ditch  was  dug  by  them, 
and  continued  till  September,  1853. 

In  June,  1853,  the  plaintiffs  gave  written  notice  to  the  defendants 
and  to  Caleb  Swan,  requesting  a  discontinuance  of  said  ditch  and  a 
removal  of  the  dam  or  embankment,  and  revoking  the  license  under 
which  the  same  was  made.  The  defendants  did  not  discontinue  the 
ditch  nor  remove  the  embankment;  and  in  September,  1853,  the  plain- 
tiffs stopped  the  ditch,  at  a  place  in  their  land,  and  made  an  incision  in 
the  embankment,  on  the  defendants'  land ;  and  the  water  from  the 
factory  pond  then  flowed  over  the  defendants'  land  and  Swan's  land,  as 
it  did  from  1825  to  1831,  before  the  embankment  was  made.  The 
defendants  thereupon  dug  a  ditch  on  their  own  land  (Swan  contribut- 
ing to  the  expense  thereof) ,  through  which  all  the  water,  which  flowed 
through  the  incision  made  by  the  plaintiffs  in  the  dam  or  embankment, 
was  drained  off  from  the  defendants'  and  Swan's  land  into  the  stream 
below  the  plaintiffs'  factory  and  pond. 

For  diverting  the  water  through  this  last  ditch  from  land  that  the 
plaintiffs  claim  as  part  of  their  mill-pond,  this  action  is  brought.  The 
parties  agree  that  if  the  plaintiffs  had  a  right  to  make  the  said  incision 
in  the  dam,  and  are  entitled  to  recover,  they  shall  have  judgment  for 
one  dollar  damages  and  full  costs ;  if  they  are  not  entitled  to  recover, 
they  are  to  become  nonsuit. 

This  case  was  argued  at  Boston  on  the  17th  of  January,  1854. 

C.  I.  Reed,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

E.  Ames,  for  the  defendants. 

METCALF,  J.  By  the  deed  of  Josiah  and  Horatio  Copeland  to  the 
Easton  Manufacturing  Company,  dated  May  10th,  1825,  that  company 
acquired  a  right  to  flow  all  the  land  of  each  of  the  grantors,  which 
could  be  flowed  by  the  factor}*  dam,  as  it  then  existed.  The  right 
thus  acquired  was  an  easement  in  the  lands  of  the  grantors.  That  right 
was  transferred,  by  the  company,  to  Shepard  Leach,  who  thus  acquired 
the  same  easement.  And  Leach,  in  1831,  while  he  owned  the  factory 
and  water  privilege  —  which  was  the  dominant  tenement  —  gave  an 
oral  license  to  Josiah  and  Horatio  Copeland,  owners  of  the  servient 
tenement,  to  erect  a  dam  or  embankment  on  their  own  land,  which 
should  exclude  the  water  from  a  part  of  the  land  which,  by  their  above- 
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mentioned  deed,  he  had  a  right  to  flow.  That  license  was  executed  by 
them.  They  made  the  daui,  and  it  effected  the  purpose  for  which  it 
was  made,  for  more  than  twent}-  years.  In  1853  the  plaintiffs,  who 
derive  title  to  the  factory  and  water  privilege  from  Leach,  through  in- 
termediate conveyances,  undertook  to  revoke  the  license  of  1831  ; 
required  the  defendants  to  prostrate  the  dam  ;  and,  on  the  defendants' 
refusal  so  to  do,  prostrated  it  themselves. 

The  first  question  in  the  case  is,  whether  the  plaintiffs  can  justify 
that  act.  We  are  of  opinion  that  they  cannot.  For  it  is  a  ruleofjaw, 
that  an  easement,  whether  acquired  by  known  grant  or  by  prescription, 
may  hpf  pxt.ingifished.  renounced  or  modified,  by  a  parol  h'cepgfi  grnntfirl 
by  the  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement,  and  executed  by  t.hp  nwnor  of 
the  servient  tenement,  me  nntnoripps  nn  this  pninf.  are  conclusive. 
Dyer  v.  Sanford,  9  Met.  395  ;  Winter  v.  Brockwell,  8  East,  308  ; 
Liggins  v.  Inge,  7  Bing.  682,  and  5  Moore  &  Pa3~ne,  712;  Addison  v. 
Hack,  2  Gill,  221. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  the  license,  given  by  Leach  to  Josiah 
and  Horatio  Copeland,  to  cut  a  ditch  through  his  land,  and  thereby 
draw  off  a  part  of  the  water  of  the  factory  pond,  was  revocable  by  the 
defendants  [plaintiffs],  and  therefore  their  act  in  stopping  the  ditch  was 
justifiable.  And  it  is  well  settled  that  it  was  revocable.  An  onsprppnt 
in  real  estate  can  be  acquired  only  by  deod,  or  by  prnaoriplimiTr-irhlTfr 
supposed  a  deed.  —  Cook  v.  Stearns,  11  Mass.  533  ;  Fentiman  v.  Smith, 
4  East,  107  ;  Wallis  \.  Harrison,  4  M.  &  W.  538  ;  Hewlins  v.  Shippam, 
7  Dowl.  &  Ryl.  783,  and  5  B.  &  C.  221  ;  Cocken  v.  Cowper,  5  Tyrw. 
103,  and  1  C.  M.  &  R.  418  ;  Wood  v.  Leadbitter,  13  M.  &  W.  838  ; 
Adams  v.  Andreics,  15  Ad.  &  El.  N.  R.  284. 

The  authoiilieb  lefluml  lu  uu  -feeee  first  two-quootiono  chow  thaj^the 
rule,  ?nmrtjinrn  Inirl  rlnwn  in  the  bonks.,  t.l]a.t,  f\ 


be  countermanded,  is  not  applicable  to  IWnspq  y^h,  if  g^-f>n  fy- 
would  create^an  casement;  but  to  licenqpa  w1n'nh}  if  gi\-Pn  ]^  deed, 
would  ext.ingnishorjnodifv  an  easement.  They  also  show  that  the 
distinction,  sometimes  taken  in  the  books,  between  a  license  to  do  acts 
on  the  licensee's  own  land,  and  a  license  to  do  acts  on  the  licensor's 
laud,  is  the  same  distinction  that  is  made  between  licenses  which,  if 
held  valid,  would  create,  and  licenses  which  extinguish  or  modify,  an 
easement.  Generally,  if  not  always,  a  license  which,  when  executed, 
extinguishes  or  modifies  an  easement,  is,  from  the  nature  of  the  case, 
a  license  to  do  acts  on  the  servient  tenement,  —  the  tenement  of  the 
licensee.  See  Gale  &  Whatley  on  P^asements,  Pt.  1,  c.  3,  §  1. 

The  last  question  is,  whether  the  defendants  can  justify  the  making 
of  the  ditch  on  their  own  land,  and  thereby  drawing  off  the  water  which 
flowed  through  the  breach  made  in  the  dam  erected  by  them  in  1831, 
on  Leach's  license.  As  that  water  was  thrown  upon  their  land  by  the 
wrongful  act  of  the  plaintiffs,  we  cannot  doubt  their  right  to  relieve 
their  land  from  it  by  the  means  which  they  have  adopted. 

Plaintiffs  nonsuit, 
VOL.  ii.  —  25 
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CHURCHILL  v.   HULBERT. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1872. 
[Reported  110  Mass.  42.] 

MORTON,  J.  This  is  an  action  of  tort  for  an  assault  and  battery. 
The  evidence  tended  to  show  that  the  defendant  forcibly  entered  the 
premises  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  removing  certain  manure 
which  he  claimed  as  his  property ;  that  the  plaintiff,  being  present, 
forbade  his  entering,  and  resisted  it  by  seizing  the  heads  of  the  defend- 
ant's horses  to  prevent  them  from  proceeding  further,  and  thereupon 
the  defendant  struck  him  with  a  shovel  and  broke  his  arm,  and  then 
proceeded  to  remove  the  manure.  The  defendant  claimed  that  he  had 
an  irrevocable  license  to  enter  and  remove  the  manure,  and  asked  the 
court  to  instruct  the  jury,  "  that  if  the  defendant  had  a  license  from  the 
plaintiff,  unrevoked  or  irrevocable,  to  enter  the  plaintiff's  premises  to 
remove  manure  which  belonged  to  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant  .did 
no  more  than  was  necessar}'  to  enter  and  remove  the  same  manure,  he 
is  not  liable  in  this  action."  The  court  refused  this  request,  and  in- 
structed the  jury  in  substance,  that  though  the  defendant  had  an  irrev- 
ocable license  to  enter  and  remove  the  manure  which  belonged  to  him, 
yet  if  the  plaintiff  resisted  the  defendant's  entry,  under  a  claim  that  the 
defendant  had  no  manure  left  on  the  premises,  the  defendant  had  no 
right  to  use  personal  violence  to  overpower  the  plaintiff's  resistance 
and  enforce  his  claim. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  these  instructions  were  at  least  sufficiently 
favorable  to  the  defendant.  The  cases  cited  by  his  counsel  show  that  if 
he  had  an  irrevocable  license  to  enter,  he  would  not  be  liable  in  an  ac- 
tion of  trespass  quare  clausum  for  an  entr}-,  if  he  could  make  it  with- 
out opposition  or  resistance ;  but  the  authorities  are  clear  that  if 
resisted,  he  had  no  right  to  enforce  his  claim  by  a  breach  of  the  peace. 
Sampson  v.  Henry,  13  Pick.  379  ;  Commonwealth  v.  Haley,  ±  Allen, 
318 ;  3  Bl.  Com.  4.  If  it  be  assumed,  therefore,  that  the  defendant 
had  an  irrevocable  license  to  enter  the  plaintiff's  premises,  }~et  upon 
being  resisted  it  was  his  duty  to  desist  from  his  attempt  to  enter,  and 
resort  to  his  legal  remedies.  He  cannot  justify  a  resort  to  personal 
violence  to  enforce  his  rights.  Exceptions  overruled.1 

£  ~W.  Howerman,  for  the  defendant. 

M.  Wilcox,  for  the  plaintiff. 

1  But  see  Sterling  v.  Warden,  51  N.  H.  217. 
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CANNY  v. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     J877. 

[Reported  123  Mass.  155.] 

BILL  in  equity,  filed  December  27,  1876,  to  restrain  the  defendant 
from  removing  a  chimney  in  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  certain  ease- 
ments.   Upon  the  filing  of  the  bill,  a  temporary  injunction  was 
At  the  hearing,  before  (Toft,  J.,  the  following  facts  were  admitted  by/      cdL- 
the  parties  :  -  ^v 

About  a  hundred  years  ago,  a  block  of  three  houses  was  erected  on  the 
corner  of  Clark  Street  and  Hanover  Street,  in  Boston.  On  September 
13, 1869,  the  city  of  Boston  passed  an  order  authorizing  the  widening  of 
Hanover  Street,  and,  in  pursuance  of  said  order,  purchased  by  deed  of 
warranty,  from  Nanc}'  Pierce,  the  corner  lot  of  the  block,  with  the 
building  thereon,  which  fronted  on  Clark  Street  twent3'-nine  and  one 
half  feet,  and  on  Hanover  Street  sevent3'-two  feet.  On  Ma3'  10,  1870, 
the  cit3r  of  Boston  sold  the  building  on  the  corner  lot  to  George  W. 
Gerrish,  who  proceeded  at  once  to  tear  down  the  building,  and  removed 
all  the  materials  constituting  the  same.  After  the  sale  and  removal, 
the  cit3T  of  Boston  appropriated  to  the  widening  of  Hanover  Street  a 
strip  of  said  corner  lot  of  land,  twenty-four  feet  and  nine  inches  wide, 
and  filled  up  the  cellar  former^  under  the  building.  The  removal  of 
the  building  was  necessaiy  from  the  widening  of  the  street.  On 
December  26,  1876,  the  city  of  Boston  sold  by  public  auction  the  re- 
maining part  of  the  corner  lot,  without  any  building  thereon,  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  delivered  to  him  a  quitclaim  deed  thereof  on  the  same 
day,  and  he  has  since  been  in  possession  thereof.  The  defendant  is 
seised  of  the  lot  and  house  adjoining  the  plaintiffs  land.  Before  the 
removal  of  the  building  by  Gerrish,  there  was  no  wall  between  the  two 
buildings,  and  the3*  were  a  mutual  protection  to  each  other,  beams 
running  lengthwise  between  the  two  buildings  supporting  the  floor  tim- 
bers of  both  houses.  The  beams  projected  and  still  project  over  the 
line  of  the  plaintiffs  estate  six  inches  at  the  Clark  Street  end.  but 
inclined  entirety  under  the  defendant's  building  at  the  rear  end.  There 
is  a  chimne3"  covering  thirty-six  square  feet  of  land  standing  wholly  in 
and  belonging  to  the  land  of  the  defendant,  in  which  there  were  fire- 
places, and  closets  adjacent  to  the  fireplaces,  opening  into  each  floor  of 
the  building  removed.  An  easement  b3r  prescription  existed  to  the  use 
of  the  fireplaces,  closets,  and  beams  supporting  the  floor  timbers,  which 
now  exists,  unless  terminated  b3'  the  destruction  of  the  building.  Upon 
the  removal  of  the  building  by  Gerrish,  the  side  of  the  defendant's 
building  was  laid  open  and  left  unprotected  from  the  elements,  and  in 
such  a  condition  that  the  beams  and  rafters  which  supported  the  floor- 
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ings  and  roof  of  the  defendant's  building  were  uncovered,  and  the 
plaster  and  lathing,  which  had  been  the  only  partition  between  the 
buildings,  were  exposed  to  view,  and  were  the  only  protection  of 
the  defendant's  building  from  the  inclemency  of  the  weather.  The 
building  became  untenantable,  and,  for  its  proper  use  and  enjo3"ment, 
it  became  necessary  to  erect  a  suitable  outside  wall  on  the  side  of  her 
building  next  adjoining  the  plaintiffs  land.  The  defendant  began  to 
tear  down  the  chimney  and  build  a  wall,  when  she  was  restrained  by 
injunction. 

The  plaintiff  contended  that  he  had  the  right  to  rebuild  on  the  re- 
maining strip  of  land,  and  again  use  the  fireplaces,  closets,  and  beams 
for  the  support  of  floor  timbers. 

The  defendant  contended  that  the  easements  were  coextensive  with 
the  existence  of  the  buildings,  and  ended  with  the  necessity  which 
created  them  ;  and  that,  the  cit}*  of  Boston  having  caused  the  dominant 
tenement  to  be  destroyed,  the  easements  were  extinguished  b}'  opera- 
tion of  law,  and  that  its  grantee  was  therefore  estopped  from  asserting 
an}'  easements  therein. 

The  judge  reserved  the  case  for  the  consideration  of  the  full  court. 

C.  F.  Donnelly,  for  the  plaintiff. 

C.  D.  Adams,  for  the  defendant. 

SOULE,  J.  The  easement  which  the  plaintiff  claims  was  not  gained 
by  deed,  but  by  the  continuous  use  and  enjoA'ment  of  the  chimney  of 
the  defendant,  by  the  owners  of  the  house  which  formerly  stood  in  part 
on  the  premises  now  owned  by  the  plaintiff.  The  city  of  Boston,  the 
plaintiffs  grantor,  on  Ma}-  10,  1870,  sold  this  house  as  personal  prop- 
ert}1,  and  caused  it  to  be  destroyed,  not  because  it  was  falling  to  decay 
and  was  unsafe,  but  because  the  city  wished  to  appropriate  the  greater 
part  —  about 'five  sixths  — of  the  land  on  which  it  stood  to  the  widen- 
ing of  Hanover  Street.  The  cellar  which  had  been  under  the  house 
was  filled  up,  and  the  street  was  widened,  as  intended.  This  having 
been  done,  the  city  continued  to  own  that  part  of  the  land  not  included 
in  the  street,  until  December  26,  1876,  without  erecting  any  building 
thereon.  The  destruction  of  the  house  by  the  city  left  the  house  of  the 
defendant  open  and  exposed  to  the  weather,  so  that  the  erection  of  a 
wall  was  necessary  to  its  safe  occupation.  In  order  to  build  such  wall, 
the  defendant  began  to  destroy  the  chimney,  but  was  stopped  by  an 
injunction  granted  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

It  is  well  settled  that  an  easement  gained  by  prescription  may  be 
lost  by  abandonment,  and  that  such  abandonment  may  be  shown  b}T  a 
cesser  to  use  for  even  a  short  period,  accompanied  by  acts  of  the 
owner  of  the  dominant  estate  indicating  an  intention  to  abandon  the 
right.  Dyer  v.  Sanford,  9  Met.  395  ;  Pope  v.  Devereux,  5  Gray, 
409;  The  Queen  v.  Charley,  12  Q.  B.  515;  Moore  v.  Rawson,  3 
B.  &  C.  332. 

The  unavoidable  inference,  from  the  acts  of  the  city  in  respect  to  the 
matter,  is  that,  when  it  removed  the  house  and  converted  the  larger 
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part  of  the  lot  of  land  on  which  it  had  stood  into  a  street,  it  abandoned 
all  right  to  use  the  chimnej*  of  the  defendant.  This  purpose  is  made 
still  more  clear  by  the  fact  that  the  remaining  part  of  the  lot  was  per- 
mitted to  lie  vacant  during  a  series  of  years.  The  easement,  therefore, 
was  extinguished  by  operation  of  law,  while  the  premises  were  owned 
b}-  the  city,  and  did  not  pass  to  the  plaintiff,  as  appurtenant  to  the 
land,  b}'  the  quitclaim  deed  under  which  he  holds.  The  defendant,  in 
taking  down  the  chimney  and  building  a  wall  to  protect  her  house, 
rendered  unfit  for  occupation  by  the  act  of  the  city,  the  plaintiffs 
grantor,  was  exercising  a  right  of  ownership  in  a  proper  manner,  and 
was  not  invading  any  right  of  the  plaintiff.  Bill  dismissed. 


PRATT  v.  SWEETSER. 

SUPREME  COURT  OF  MAINE.     1878. 

[Reported  68  Me.  344.] 

ON  exceptions  from  the  Superior  Court. 
— - Tif  gpggg  ^min.ff.  dausum. 

The  defendant  set  up  a  rigblof  way  over  the  locus  in  quo^  which  was 
the  upland  mowing  field  of  ^the  plaintiff,  for  taking  off  marsh  hay  from 
his  marsh  adjoining  the  premises  on  which  the  trespass  was  alleged 
have  been  committed,  and  introduced  evidence  tending  to  show  that      ^^ 
such  right  of  way  had  been  acquired  b}'  him  and  those  under  whom  he  f 
claimed,  by  prescription. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  that  there  had  never  been  an  adverse  or  contin-  \^A 
uous  use  of  the  wa,y  in  question  for  said  purpose,  for  twenty  consecu- 
tive years,   and  introduced   evidence  tending  to   show   non-user,   an   ' 
abandonment  and  an  interruption  of  use  of  the  way,  and  that  the  line 
of  travel  over  which  the  hay  had  been  taken  off  was  not  the  same  each 
year. 

The  presiding  justice  instructed  the  jury  as  in  the  opinion  appears ; 
and  the  defendant  alleged  exceptions. 

M.  P.  Frank  and  P.  J.  Larrabee,  for  the  defendant. 

A.  A.  Strout  and  G.  F.  Holmes,  for  the  plaintiff. 

VIRGIN,  J.  The  defence  set  up  was  a  prescriptive  right  of  way 
across  the  locus.  To  this  the  plaintiff  replied  that,  if  the  defendant 
had  acquired  such  a  right,  he  subsequently  lost  it  by  abandonment. 
Upon  this  point  the  presiding  justice  instructed  the  jury  as  follows  : 

"The  question  is  whether,  at  any  period  in  the  past,  the  owners  of 
the  marsh,  by  such  use  as  I  have  described,  had  obtained  a  right  of 
way  by  prescription.  Such  a  right  of  way,  if  once  obtained,  would 
continue  until  it  was  voluntarily  abandoned  with  an  intention  to  aban- 
don it,  or  until  it  had  ceased  to  be  used  for  a  period  of  twenty  years. 
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"  If  you  should  find  at  some  time  there  was  such  a  right  of  way,  then, 
upon  the  question  whether  it  continued  or  not  down  to  the  trespass. 
this  would  be  the  rule.  It  could  be  destroyed  in  two  ways  ;  and  these 
two  ways  are  all  it  is  necessary  for  me  to  consider.  First,  by  voluntary 
ahnnrlonrnpnt  of  it.  If  atupy  fi™°  *hr  nTirnnri  nf  thn  mairh  hnd  nnnthrr 
right  of  way  and  gave  up  this  right  of  way  with  the  intention  to  aban- 
don it,  if  that  is  proved,  their  right  would  cease  at  once.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  there  is  no  proof  of  that,  notwithstanding  they  did  not  intend 
to  abandon,  but  did  not  use  it,  thpn^t.hnr.  nr>p-nse  must  cf>"tinnp  fnr 

y  ynnnn     hnfm-n  thn    viglit    V|y       rppprjt.lOn     f'r1Jlp          Havin        OHCC    Ob- 


tained  a  right  of  way,  the}-  may  abandon  it  at  an}*  time  the}-  see  fit,  and 
if  the  intention  is  proved,  that  is  the  end  of  it  ;  or  if  they  cease  to  use 
it  for  twenty  years,  then  their  right  terminates  in  that  way." 

Bv^ffiving  this  nnqnilifiH  ?titprnpnt  ns  to  the  effect  of  non-user, 


r,  even  if,  as  suggested  by  some  of  the  authoritiesT" 
any  sound  distinction  between  easements  created  by  deed  and  those 
acquired  by  prescription,  the  right  is  not  necessarily  lost  by  mere  non- 
user  for  twenty  years.  The 
for  the  period  mentioned  is  evi 
is  open  to  explanation,  and  it  may  be  controlled  by  evidence  nrat  the 
owner  had  no  such  intention  while  omitting  to  use  it.  Wash.  Ease- 
ments, 673  ;  3  Kent  Com.  (12  ed.)  449,  and  notes  ;  Farrar  v.  Cooper, 
34  Maine,  394. 

Exceptions  sustained. 
New  trial  granted. 

APPLE-TON,  C.  J.,  WALTON,  BARROWS,  PETERS,  and  LIBBEY,  JJ., 
concurred.1 

i  See  Raritan  Water  Power  Co.  v.  VegUe,  6  C.  E.  Green,  463,  480. 

In  Massachusetts,  New  York,  and  Pennsylvania  it  has  been  held  that  an  easement  or 
profit  created  by  deed  cannot  be  extinguished  by  mere  non  mer,  in  contradistinction  to 
an  easement  created  by  prescription,  which,  it  is  said,  can  be  lost  by  non  user.  Arnold 
v.  Stevens,  24  Pick.  106  ;  Bannon  v.  Angier,  2  All.  128  ;  Owen  v.  Field,  102  Mass. 
90,  114  ;  Barnes  v.  Lloyd,  112  Mass.  224  ;  Smyles  v.  Hastings,  22  N.  Y.  217,  224  ; 
Wiggins  v.  McCleary,  49  N.  Y.  346  ;  Nitzell  v.  Paschall,  3  Rawle,  76.  See  Lindemnn 
v.  Lindsey,  69  Pa.  93  ;  Erb  v.  Broum,  Ib.  216  ;  Bombaugh  v.  Milter,  82  Pa.  203.  But 
it  has  never  been  decided  in  either  of  these  States  that  an  easement  gained  by  prescrip- 
tion can  be  lost  by  mere  non  user.  See  Angell  on  Watercourses  (7th  ed.  ),  §  252,  note  ; 
Veghie  v.  Raritan  Water  Power  Co.,  4  C.  E.  Green,  142,  156.  Norjifli  it  boon 


.  . 

that  an  easement  acquired  by  deed  cannot  be  lost  by  abandonment  without  adverse 
possession.     Quvcre  de  hoc. 
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WISEMAN  v.   LUCKSIXGER. 

COURT  OF  APPEALS  OF  NEW  YORK.     1881. 

[Reported  84  N.  Y.  31.] 

APPEAL  from  judgment  of  the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court  " 
in  the  Fourth  Judicial  Department,  entered  upon  an  order  made  April 
26,  1879,  affirming  a  judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff,  entered  upon  a  decis- 
ion  of  the  court  on  trial  at  a  Special  Term. 

This  action  was  brought  to  restrain  rjpfprulan^_fjg>m  interfering 

plaintifFsalleged   right  Of  drainage   n.f.roas  ^l^fnnrlnnt.'n 


The  facts  appear  sufficiently  in  the  opinion. 

D.  Pratt,  for  appellant. 

Wm.  C.  Ituger,  for  respondent. 

DANFORTH,  J.     Although  the  action  is  in  equit}',  the  plaintiff 
compensation  in  damages  as  well  as  equitable  relief.     The  former  was 
denied  to  him,  but  the  latter  has  been  granted  to  the  full  extent 
for.     I  can  discover  no  ground  upon  which  it  can  be  approved. 

The  parties  are  owners  of  adjoining  city  lots  in  the  city  of  Syracuse. 
The  defendant  built  an  underground  drain  or  sewer  of  plank  from  the 
basement  of  his  house,  through  his  own  lot  and  that  of  one  Stern, 
Jefferson  Street  sewer,   and  afterward   "  and    more  than  twenty-fiv 
3'ears  last  past,  the  plaintiff,"  as  the  trial  court  finds,  "purchased 
the  defendant  the  right  and  easement  to  drain  his  premises,  by  an 
underground  drain  and  covered  sewer,  through  the  defendant's  prem- 
ises,  for  the  consideration  of  seven  dollars,  which  the  plaintiff  paid 
the  defendant  accepted  ;  "  and  thereupon  the  plaintiff,  partly  upon  his 
own  premises  and  partly  on  those  of  the  defendant,  built  an  under- 
ground  sewer  of  plank  to  connect  with  the  sewer  of  the  defendant.  'Q^^L 
The  connection  was  made  a  short  distance  from  the  line  dividing  the/}        /p.. 
respective  lots.    It  is  further  found,  that  "  the  plaintiff  for  over  twentj"-'^vi  ^/ 
five  years  enjo}*ed  the  privilege  as  of  right  of  draining  his  own  prem—  * 
ises  through  this  sewer,  until  July  22,  1876,  when  the  connection  was 
cut  off  by  the  defendant  on  his  own  land."     At  that  time  he  denied  the 
plaintiffs  right",  obstructed  the  flow  of  water,  "and  refused  to  allow 
the  plaintiff  to  go  upon  his  premises  to  maintain  and  repair  the  said 
sewer."     It  is  also  found  that  "  before  this,  and  in  1873,  the  plaintiff 
caused  his  old  sewer  to  be  taken  up  and  replaced  with  a  tile  sewer  of 
a  capacit}r  greater  than  that  of  defendant's  sewer,  with  which  it  was 
connected."     The  plaintiff  had  also  made  changes  in  the  form  of  his 
privy  vault,   and  the  court  found  that   "  after  this  change,  and  the 
alteration  and  enlargement  of  his  sewer  by  the  plaintiff,  the  filth  and 
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foul  water  from  his  privy  flowed  back  into  the  cellar  of  the  defendant, 
creating  stench  and  a  great  nuisance  to  defendant,  rendering  his  house 
unfit  to  live  in,  and  that  to  prevent  such  injury  to  his  premises  the 
defendant  tore  up  said  sewer."  The  learned  court  also  found,  as  a 
fact,  that  "no  deed  of  conveyance  of  said  easement  or  right  to  drain 
through  said  defendant's  premises  was  ever  executed  by  defendant  to 
plaintiff,  nor  was  any  written  contract  agreeing  to  convey  ever  executed 
by  defendant  or  any  one  for  him,  except  the  receipt  for  seven  dollars 
for  the  right  to  drain  through  defendant's  premises."  The  receipt  re- 
ferred to  was  not  produced  upon  the  trial,  but  after  proving  its  loss, 
the  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  show  its  contents  by  his  witnesses.  Neither 
of  them  had  seen  the  paper  for  many  }-ears,  and  there  was  some  differ- 
ence as  to  its  form.  It  is  not  stated  by  the  court  in  any  other  way 
than  in  the  above  finding,  but  it  is  given  by  one  witness  in  these  words  : 
"Received  of  Joseph  Wiseman,  seven  dollai's,  for  the  right  to  drain 
through  my  premises ; "  and  this,  he  sa}*s,  bore  the  signature  of  the 
defendant.  It  is  adopted  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  respondents  in 
his  points,  and  is  the  form  most  favorable  to  his  contention.  The  trial 
court  found,  "as  conclusion  of  law  and  equity,  that  the  plaintiff 
acquired  the  right  of  draining  his  premises  on  the  defendant's  premises 
more  than  twenty-five  years  before  the  said  obstruction,  and  during  all 
that  time  enjoyed  the  same  as  of  right ;  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
judgment  declaring  his  said  right  and  easement  on  the  defendant's 
premises  and  restraining  him  from  interfering  with  the  plaintiff's  enjoy- 
ment of  such  easement ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  go  upon  the 
defendant's  premises  to  rebuild  and  repair  the  same."  Judgment  was 
entered  accordingly,  and  it  having  been  affirmed  by  the  General  Term, 
the  defendant  has  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  right  awarded  to  the  plaintiff  to  have  his  drain  pass  through  the 
defendant's  land  is  in  the  terms  of  the  judgment  an  easement,  and  for 
its  enjoyment  requires  that  the  plaintiff  shall  have  an  interest  in  the 
defendant's  land. 

In  Hewlins  v.  Shippam,  5  B.  &  C.  221 ;  11  Eng.  Com.  Law  Rep. 
207,  the  question  was,  whether  a  right  to  a  drain  running  through  the 
adjoining  land  could  be  conferred  by  parol  license,  and  after  the  fullest 
examination  it  was  decided  that  it  could  not.  The  facts  in  that  case 
are  singularly  like  those  now  before  us,  and  make  the  conclusion 
reached  of  value  upon  this  inquiry.  Cocker  v.  Cowper,  1  C.  M.  &  R. 
418,  was  a  similar  case.  The  plaintiff  therein  sued  for  the  obstruction 
of  a  drain  which  had  been  originally  constructed  at  his  expense  on  the 
defendant's  land  by  his  consent  verbally  given.  After  it  had  been 
enjoyed  for  eighteen  years,  the  defendant  obstructed  it.  It  was  con- 
tended by  the  plaintiff  that  the  license,  having  been  acted  upon,  could 
not.  be  revoked  ;  but  the  court  held  that  Hewlins  v.  Shippam  was 
decisive  to  show  that  such  an  easement  cannot  be  conferred  except  by 
deed.  To  the  same  effect  are  authorities  cited  by  the  appellant's 
counsel.  It  is,  therefore,  within  the  Statute  "  of  fraudulent  convej-- 
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ances  and  contracts  relative  to  land,"  and  could  neither  be  created, 
granted  or  declared,  except  by  deed  or  conveyance  in  writing  (2  R.  S., 
tit  1,  chap.  vii.  part  2,  §  6,  p.  134) ;  so  that  consent,  although  in 
•writing,  will  be  of  no  more  avail  than  it  would  be  if  given  by  word  of 
mouth.  Indeed  this  is  conceded  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
to  be  so  at  law ;  but  he  contends  that  in  equity  the  case  is  otherwise, 
and  says,  that  "  courts  of  equity  give  effect  to  parol  agreements  for  the 
grant  of  an  easement  when  founded  upon  a  valuable  consideration." 
Assuming  that  to  be  so,  we  may  inquire  whether  there  is  anything  in 
this  case  to  call  for  the  exercise  of  such  extraordinary  jurisdiction. 
And  first,  the  contract  which  equity  will  regard  as  equivalent  to  the 
grant  required  at  common  law  or  b}'  the  Statute  must  be  a  complete 
and  sufficient  contract,  founded  not  ouh-  on  a  valuable  consideration, 
but  its  terms  defined  by  satisfactoiy  proof,  and  accompanied  by  acts  of 
part  performance  unequivocally  referable  to  the  supposed  agreement. 
In  such  a  case  the  application  of  the  Statute  is  withheld,  lest  b}^  its 
interposition  the  mischief  would  be  encouraged  which  the  legislature 
intended  to  prevent.  There  is,  I  think,  little  danger  of  that  in  the 
present  case.  If  we  look  at  the  situation  of  the  parties  at  the  time  the 
contract  was  entered  into,  it  will  be  difficult  to  infer  that  they  con- 
sidered the  arrangement  indicated  by  the  writing  to  be  a  permanent 
one.  The  lots  of  both  parties  fronted  upon  a  public  street ;  in  it  there 
was  no  sewer.  If  there  had  been,  it  cannot  be  doubted,  that  as  the 
easiest,  cheapest,  and  most  natural  way  of  drainage,  they  would  have 
used  it.  As  it  was,  the  defendant  was  obliged,  not  only  to  carry  his 
drain  the  whole  length  of  his  lot,  but  first  by  license,  and  then  by  pur- 
chase, acquire  the  right  to  cross  another  lot  before  an  outlet  for  his 
drain  could  be  had.  His  drain  was  built  of  plank,  at  little  expense  and 
soon  perishable.  "While  in  this  condition,  the  plaintiff  applies,  accord- 
ing to  his  own  testimony,  for  the  privilege  of  draining  his  lot  into  the 
defendant's  drain,  and  obtains  it  by  the  payment  of  seven  dollars.  So 
much  the  receipt  indicates.  There  is  nothing  more.  Its  language  is 
equivocal.  It  would  be  satisfied  by  drainage  during  the  pleasure  of 
the  defendant,  or  during  the  life  of  the  plaintiff,  or  until  a  public  sewer 
should  be  constructed  in  the  street  by  which  the  lot  was  bounded. 
There  is  nothing  said  as  to  how  long  it  should  continue.  And  when  we 
consider  the  heav}-  imposition  that  would  rest  upon  the  defendant's  lot, 
the  annoyance  from  smells,  the  perpetual  lien  and  incumbrance,  neces- 
sarily rendering  the  land  unsalable  or  of  less  value  in  the  market,  — 
less  available  for  improvement,  —  compelling  the  defendant  so  to  build 
that  his  structure  should  not  interfere  with  the  plaintiffs  right  of  drain- 
age, of  inspection,  of  rebuilding  and  reparation,  we  find  nothing  which 
permits  the  inference  that  the  permission  indicated  by  the  receipt  was 
intended  to  be  in  perpetuity.  The  nature  and  character  of  the  ease- 
ment, the  purpose  which  it  was  intended  to  serve,  and  other  circum- 
stances above  adverted  to,  must  be  taken  into  account.  The  effect  of 
the  judgment  is  to  deprive  the  defendant  of  the  full  enjoyment  of  his 
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property,  and  subject  it  to  the  control  of  another.  I  am  unable  to  find, 
in  the  words  of  the  parties,  an}-  intention  to  produce  that  result.  It  is 
not  expressed  in  the  receipt,  nor  is  it  fairly  to  be  implied.  Full  effect 
may  be  given  to  it  by  regarding  it  as  a  temporary  arrangement ;  and  it 
should,  I  think,  be  so  construed. 

Nor  has  anything  been  done  referable  to  such  an  agreement  as  one 
giving  a  right  in  perpetuity.  The  connecting  sewer  constructed  by  the 
plaintiff  was  of  plank,  of  short  length  aud  trifling  expense,  temporary 
and  not  permanent  in  character,  and,  as  subsequent  events  have  shown, 
easily  and  necessarily  displaced  to  make  room  for  another  better 
adapted  to  the  increasing  necessities  of  the  plaintiff  and  his  improved 
method  of  removing  filth  from  his  premises.  The  case  is  not  analogous 
to  Wetmore  v.  White,  2  Cai.  Cas.  87  ;  Brown  v.  Bowen,  30  N.  Y. 
541 ;  Rindge  v.  Baker,  57  Id.  209  ;  Babcock  v.  Utter,  1  Abb.  Ct.  of 
App.,  Dec.  27 ;  Pierrepont  v.  Barnard,  6  N.  Y.  304  ;  Miller  v.  A.  ct 
&  It.  R.,  6  Hill,  63 ;  or  Wolfe  v.  Frost,  4  Sandf.  Ch.  93,  cited  by  the 
learned  counsel  for  the  respondents.  So_f£r_a^_J]iejj3car^_uj2on_the 
question  as  to  thejjffect  of  pnjt^performance,it  will  be  seen  thatlarge 
expenditures  were  made  upon  pcrmanentjind  valuable  improvements, 
not  reasonabTy  to  be  accounted  for  except  upon  the  beliefTon  t 
of  the  person  makingthem.th.'it  an  actual  interest  or  estate  irTth 
had  been  acquired,  notd^pp"^'"^  upon  ftny~nniiimuMiii'\  1  ar  HIM  u/Tll  or 
acquiescence  of  another.  This  was  so  in  WeWiore  v.  White.  Mills 
were  erected,  for  the  use  of  which  the  easement  in  question  was  indis- 
pensable. The  court  say :  "  Public  accommodation  and  private  emolu- 
ment were  probably  the  primary  inducements  for  building  the  mills  and 
diverting  the  water ;  the  same  reasons,  for  anything  that  appears,  now 
exist  for  their  continuance."  The  defendant  claimed  the  right  to 
restore  the  water  to  its  original  channel,  but  the  court  denied  it,  on  the 
ground  that  his  conduct  in  not  disclosing  his  right  at  the  time  of  selling 
the  mills,  his  sleeping  so  long  upon  the  claim  and  permitting  the  ap- 
pellant to  expend  his  money  in  repairing  and  rebuilding  the  mills,  was 
unconscientious,  and  formed  strong  grounds  for  the  interposition  of  a 
court  of  equity.  Brown  v.  Bowen  was  an  action  for  damages  caused 
by  defendants'  acts  in  setting  water  back  upon  the  plaintiff's  mills,  and 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  was  sustained  upon  the  ground  that  the  de- 
fendants were  by  their  conduct  estopped  from  setting  up  a  right  to  do 
the  acts  complained  of.  On  the  other  hand,  in  Babcock  v.  Utter,  1 
Abb.  Ct.  of  App.,  Dec.  27,  it  was  held  that  the  easement  then  in  ques- 
tion, and  which  in  character  was  like  the  one  claimed  here,  was  an 
interest  in  real  estate,  incapable  of  transmission  by  parol,  and  the 
question  was,  "  whether  it  could  be  done  by  a  court  of  equity,  against 
the  positive  provisions  of  the  Statute."  There  the  license  given  per- 
mitted the  doing  of  an  act  on  the  land  of  the  licensor  by  which  water 
power  had  been  secured.  The  defendant  interfered  with  it  and  the 
plaintiff  brought  an  action  in  equity  to  establish  his  easement,  to 
restrain  the  defendant  from  diverting  the  water  aud  for  damages  for 
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the  diversion  already  made.  He  failed  in  the  action,  the  court  saying : 
"  A  mere  verbal  license  to  do  an  act  or  a  series  of  acts  upon  the  laud 
of  the  licensor  necessarily  excludes  all  idea  of  a  right  to  do  the  act  or 
acts  by  virtue  of  a  contract,  or  promise,  which  equity  might  enforce 
specifically;"  adding:  "To  grant  the  relief  here  prayed  for  would 
effectually  subvert  the  legal  right,  or,  which  is  the  same  thing  in  effect, 
forever  prevent  the  exercise  of  those  rights  which  unavoidably  pertain 
to  one  seised  of  the  undisputed  legal  title,  and  with  which  he  has  never 
consented  to  part."  The  consequences  thus  pointed  out  are  illustrated 
by  the  judgment  in  this  case.  It  gives  to  the  plaintiff  a  right  to  the 
perpetual  use  of  the  defendant's  land,  although  "•  there  is  no  stipulation 
as  to  such  title  or  right,"  and  it  is,  therefore,  as  declared  in  the  case 
cited,  "  as  repugnant  to  the  principles  of  equit}-  as  to  the  rules  of  law." 
I  do  not  in  detail  state  the  other  cases  cited  by  the  appellant,  for  as  to 
them  it  is  enough  to  say  they  decide  nothing  contrary  to  the  views 
expressed  in  the  case  just  referred  to.  While  the  argument  of  the 
learned  Judge  Welles,  in  Pierrepont  v.  Barnard,  6  N.  Y.  279,  distin- 
guishes between  an  easement  and  a  license,  Miller  v.  A.  &  S.  JR.  R. 
Co.,  6  Hill,  63,  and  Wolfe  v.  Frost,  4  Sandf.  Ch.  93,  seem  to  support 
the  appellant's  view  of  the  proper  limitation  to  the  plaintiff's  rights. 
There  are  no  doubt  manx cases  in  which  courts  recognize  an  equitable 
right  to  an  easement  without  a  deecT;  but_  there~will_be  found  in  them 
either  an  express  agreement  for  an  easement,  or  an  acquiescence  or 
consent  by_conduct  which  has  led  to  the  erecting  of  permanenTworks, 
or  valuable  and  lasting  improvements,  or  some  other  fact  which  would 
make  the  assertion  of  a  legal  title  operate  as  a  fraud  upon  the  persons 
setting  upjhe  equitable  right  But  here  J-here  is  no  agreement  for  an 
easement,  and  no  circumstances  which  render^  inequitabtG~rH—the 
defendant  to  insist  juoon  the  application  of  thg_Sta.tnt.p. 

The  agreement,  however,  to  be  implied  fronTthe  receipt  was  un- 
doubtedly good  as  a  license,  giving  to  the  plaintiff  immunity  while 
acting  under  its  privilege,  but  no  vested  right  entitling  him  to  its  use 
or  enjoyment  against  the  will  of  the  grantor ;  and  this  presents  the 
point  of  difference  between  the  parties.  In  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  is 
claimed  an  indefeasible  right  to  an  easement,  such  as  passes  b}"  deed 
onh" ;  while  the  defendant  denies  to  him  any  interest  except  as  licensee, 
and  construes  the  receipt  as  a  mere  dispensation  or  license,  which 
"  properly  passes  no  interest  nor  alters  or  transfers  property  in  anj*- 
thing,  but  only  makes  an  action  lawful,  which,  without  it,  had  been 
unlawful."  Per  Vaughan,  Ch.  J.,  Thomas  v.  Sorrell,  Vaughan,  351. 
Therefore,  the  plaintiff  had  liberty  to  enter  upon  the  defendant's  land 
and  lay  his  sewer,  subject  to  interruption  at  the  defendant's  will,  but 
nothing  more ;  and  this,  except  for  the  license,  would  have  been  un- 
lawful. The  principle  upon  which,  after  the  fullest  consideration, 
JBabcock  v.  Utter,  and  St.  Vincent  Orphan  Asylum  v.  City  of  Troy 
(hereafter  referred  to),  and  Wood  v.  Leadbitter,  13  M.  &  W.  838, 
were  decided,  applies  here  ;  and  the  case  itself  seems  a  reproduction  of 
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the  one  put  by  Alderson,  J.,  in  the  one  last  cited.  "  Suppose,"  he 
says,  "  the  case  of  a  parol  license  to  come  on  rny  lands,  and  there  to 
make  a  watercourse,  to  flow  on  the  lands  of  the  licensee.  In  such  a 
case  there  is  no  valid  grant  of  the  watercourse,  and  the  license  remains 
a  mere  license,  and  therefore  capable  of  being  revoked.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  such  a  license  were  granted  by  deed,  then' the  question  would 
be  on  the  construction  of  the  deed,  whether  it  amounted  to  a  grant  of 
the  watercourse  ;  and  if  it  did,  then  the  license  would  be  irrevocable." 
Now  the  receipt  contains  a  mere  license  or  permission  to  drain,  and  no 
agreement  to  convey  an  easement ;  nor  is  the  license  coupled  with  any 
interest  in  the  land.  It  was,  therefore,  revocable,  and  its  revocation 
did  not  operate  as  a  fraud  upon  the  plaintiff.  His  expenditures  were 
trifling,  and  for  aught  that  appears,  have  been  more  than  repaid  in  the 
use  already  had  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  privilege  given  to  him.  There  is 
no  finding  that  b^y  the  action  of  the  defendant  he  will  be  deprived  of  the 
means  of  drainage  ;  and  the  contrary  may  not  only  be  presumed,  from 
the  fact  that  the  lot  is  on  one  of  the  public  streets  of  the  city,  but  if  we 
look  into  the  evidence,  we  see  that  there  are  sewers  in  neighboring 
streets  to  which  access  may  be  had,  although  doubtless  with  more 
expense  and  labor.  Without  regard,  however,  to  these  considerations, 
which  apply  to  the  equity  of  his  case  and  not  to  any  right,  we  have  no 
doubt  of  the  power  of  the  plaintiff  [defendant]  to  revoke  the  permission 
or  license  given.  Nor  does  the  fact  of  pa}*ment  for  the  license  alter 
the  defendant's  right.  His  permission  to  drain  was  still  a  mere  license, 
and  none  the  less  revocable  that  it  was  paid  for.  Hewlins  v.  Shippam, 
5  Barn.  &  Cress.,  ante. 

It  is  also  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  judgment  may 
be  sustained  upon  the  ground  that  he  has  a  prescriptive  right  to  the 
easement.  This  claim  is  inconsistent  with  the  theory  of  the  action  as 
we  find  it  disclosed  in  the  complaint.  There  an  agreement  of  purchase 
is  set  out,  naming  the  price  paid,  and  the  averments  of  right  subse- 
quently made  evidently  refer  to  a  right  so  acquired ;  and  following 
that  theory  is  the  finding  of  the  trial  judge,  based  upon  an  agreement 
for  which  a  consideration  was  paid.  Moreover  it  is  opposed  to  the 
claim  that  the  agreement  exists  of  which  specific  performance  may  be 
decreed ;  for  to  support  it  the  possession  and  part  performance  must 
be  with  consent  of  the  vendor,  and  in  pursuance  of  and  in  reliance  upon 
a  contract ;  for  otherwise  there  would  be  no  fraud  in  the  refusal  of  the 
vendor  to  execute  or  abide  b}-  his  agreement.  So  if  the  possession  was 
adverse  ;  and  in  neither  aspect  would  it  present  a  feature  for  the  juris- 
diction of  a  court  of  equit}'.  But  I  find  nothing  upon  which  this  point 
can  stand.  The  finding  of  the  trial  court  is  distinct :  That  within  a 
short  time  after  1842,  "  and  more  than  twenty-five  years  last  past,  the 
plaintiff  purchased  of  the  defendant  the  right  and  easement,  for  the 
consideration  of  seven  dollars."  Thus  the  acts  of  possession  com- 
menced by  permission  purchased  for  a  price,  the  minds  of  both  parties 
concurring.  If  we  look  at  the  testimony  given  on  the  trial,  we  also 
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6nd  that  the  plaintiff's  theory,  from  the  beginning  to  the  end,  was  that 
"  an  arrangement  was  made  between  the  plaintiff'  and  the  defendant  in 
reference  to  the  sewer."  Such  is  the  plaintiff's  own  evidence.  He  says 
he  applied  to  the  defendant  for  the  privilege  and  obtained  it,  — -that  he 
first  obtained  this  right.  He  sa}-s  :  "  He  permitted  me  to  get  a  sewer 
there  at  the  time  I  built  the  house  ;  I  made  the  bargain  with  him  to 
connect  the  sewer,"  and  then  did  so.  The  defendant  confirms  this. 
Denying  the  receipt  of  money,  he  admits  that  he  gave  permission.  As 
to  that  fact,  there  was  no  controversy  between  the  parties  ;  and  it  fol- 
lows that  there  could  be  no  adverse  possession  until  after  July.  1876, 
when  the  defendant  did  the  thing  complained  of,  and  cutting  off  the 
plaintiff's  sewer,  forbade  his  entrance  upon  the  premises.  Up  to  that 
time,  possesssion  under  the  license  or  permission  of  the  defendant  pre- 
vented it  from  being  adverse.  But  the  question  is  well  settled  b}- 
authority.  White  v.  /Spencer,  14  N.  Y.  247-249  ;  Jackson  v.  McCon- 
nett,  19  Wend.  177;  Jackson  v.  Parker,  3  Johns.  Cas.  124.  The  St. 
Vincent  Orphan  Asylum  v.  City  of  Troy,  12  Hun,  317,  came  before 
the  Supreme  Court  in  1877.  It  appeared  that  in  1853  the  defendant, 
by  formal  resolution  of  its  common  council,  relinquished  certain  land 
theretofore  used  as  a  street,  and  in  the  same  manner  declared  that  the 
Troy  Hospital,  which  then  stood  on  the  adjacent  lot,  was  at  liberty  to 
enclose  the  land  so  relinquished  within  its  grounds,  for  the  use  of  that 
institution.  This  was  done,  and  possession  retained  for  more  than 
twenty  years.  But  thereafter  the  city  sought  to  remove  the  wall,  and 
in  an  action  commenced  against  them,  the  plaintiff'  recovered.  Upon 
appeal  the  General  Term  sustained  the  verdict,  upon  the  ground  that 
under  the  resolution  of  1853,  possession  had  been  taken  and  perma- 
nent improvements  made  on  the  faith  thereof,  and  held  that  the  de- 
fendant was  concluded  by  its  resolution,  "  followed  as  it  was  by  actual 
and  continued  occupation  under  claim  of  absolute  right,  especially  in 
view  of  the  improvements  made  on  the  faith  of  the  action  of  the  com- 
mon council."  Upon  appeal  to  this  court  (76  N.  Y.  108),  the  judg- 
ment was  reversed.  The  view  taken  by  the  Supreme  Court  was  relied 
upon  in  support  of  the  judgment,  and  it  was  also  urged  that  the 
plaintiff's  possession  was  adverse  to  the  title  of  any  other  claimant. 
This  court,  however,  held  first,  that  the  resolution  of  the  common 
council  was  invalid  for  want  of  power ;  but  in  answer  to  the  plaintiff's 
claim  as  one  holding  by  adverse  possession,  say:  "The  plaintiff's 
occupation,  at  least  previous  to  the  rescission  by  the  common  council 
in  1868,  was  not  an  adverse  possession  within  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions;"  adding:  "The  occupation  of  a  grantee  of  the  fee  is  perhaps 
hostile  to  his  grantor,  but  not  so  as  to  a  licensee."  I  am  not  able  to 
see  why  this  decision  is  not  in  point  and  conclusive  upon  us  in  this 
case.  The  resolution  was  general  and  unlimited  in  terms  ;  it  gave  per- 
mission "to  enclose"  the  land  "for  its  use."  It  was  held  to  be  a 
license.  It  was  also  held  to  be  invalid.  But  the  court  say:  "The 
entry  of  the  plaintiff  was,  nevertheless,  under  it,  and  the  holding  is  not 
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adverse."  In  the  case  before  us,  the  words  of  the  receipt  are  general 
and  unlimited,  "  for  the  right  to  drain  through  my  premises ;  "  but  if 
construed  so  as  to  give  an  interest  in  land  or  an  easement,  is  invalid, 
because  not  in  conformity  to  the  Statute.  And  the  court  further  say  : 
"  The  license,  being  invalid  and  void,  could  of  course  be  the  foundation 
of  no  right  in  the  plaintiff;  but  its  entry  and  occupation  thereunder  was 
nevertheless  no  more  adverse  to  the  defendant  than  if  the  license  had 
been  valid."  The  same  doctrine  is  asserted  in  many  other  cases,  and 
is  deemed  so  well  settled  that  it  has  found  its  way  into  the  text-books, 
where,  in  various  forms  of  words,  it  is  declared  that  enjoj'ment  had 
under  a  license  or  permission  from  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement 
confers  no  right  as  to  the  easement  (Angell  on  Watercourses,  §  216) ; 
and  so  the  effect  of  the  user  would  be  destroyed,  if  it  were  shown  that 
it  took  place  by  the  express  permission  of  the  owner  of  the  servient 
tenement;  and  the  reason  is,  that  such  enjoyment  is  consistent  with 
the  right  of  the  owner  of  that  tenement,  and  consequently  confers  no 
right  in  opposition  thereto.  White  v.  Spencer,  supra. 

The  case  of  Sibley  v.  Ellis,  11  Graj*,  417,  cited  by  the  respondent,  is 
not  in  conflict  with  these  propositions.  It  there  appeared  that  the  user 
began  in  a  trespass  and  had  continued  open  and  adverse  for  twenty 
3-ears.  It  was  therefore  held  that  the  defendant  had  a  prescriptive  right. 
To  the  same  effect  are  inan}~  other  cases  cited  Ity  him ;  but  they  have 
no  tendency  to  support  the  demand  of  the  plaintiff.  His  user  has  not 
been  adverse,  nor  has  it  been  under  a  claim  of  right.  The  trial  court 
does  not  so  find  it,  nor  that  it  was  adverse.  In  the  recent  case  of 
Ward  v.  Warren,  82  N.  Y.  265,  latel}'  decided  b}*  this  court,  and  to 
which  our  attention  is  called,  the  plaintiff  claimed  the  title  by  prescrip- 
tion ;  and  it  was  adjudged  in  his  favor,  because  the  trial  court  found 
"  that  the  use  of  the  way  by  him  and  his  predecessors  in  the  title  had 
been  adverse,  under  claim  of  right,  exclusive,  open  and  notorious,  with 
the  knowledge  and  acquiescence  of  defendants  and  their  grantors,  for 
forty-eight  years."  It  was  substantial!}'  so  in  the  other  cases  cited  by  the 
respondent.  Here  there  is  no  finding  that  the  use  was  under  a  claim 
of  right,  or  that  it  was  adverse.  On  the  contrar}',  the  source  of  the 
plaintiff's  possession  was  the  defendant's  permission  ;  never  under  any 
claim  of  right,  or  in  any  sense  adverse  to  the  defendant.  Our  attention 
has  been  also  directed  to  the  following  as  authorities  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff's  contention.  Washburn  on  Easements,  §  88 ;  La  Frombois 
v.  Jackson,  8  Cow.  589  ;  Briggs  v.  Prosser,  14  Wend.  227.  It  is  said 
by  Washburn  that  although  a  right  of  way  cannot  be  created  by  parol 
agreement,  yet  where,  under  such  an  agreement,  the  way  was  used  for 
twenty  years,  and  the  same  was  acquiesced  in  by  the  owner  of  the  ser- 
vient estate,  a  prescriptive  right  was  thereby  gained.  The  learned 
author  as  authority  for  this  statement  cites  Ashley  v.  Ashley,  4  Gray, 
197.  It  depends  on  quite  other  considerations.  It  appeared  that  when 
a  deed  of  certain  land  was  delivered  to  the  defendant,  the  grantor's 
agent  stated  it  reserved  no  right  of  way  to  her  own  lot,  and  the  defend- 
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ant  replied  that  she  might  pass  over  the  land  as  much  as  she  pleased, 
"  as  much  as  if  the  right  of  way  was  in  the  deed  ; "  and  the  user  hav- 
ing thereafter  continued  twenty  3'ears,  this  evidence  was  admitted,  as 
having  a  tendency  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  used  the  way  openly,  as  of 
right,  against  the  owner  of  the  soil,  and  so  was  adverse.  La  From- 
bois  v.  Jackson  is  to  the  effect  that  an  entry  under  color  of  title  will 
be  adverse,  however  groundless  the  supposed  title  may  be,  while  pos- 
session, without  claim  of  title,  will  never  confer  a  title  on  the  possessor. 
In  Briggs  v.  Prosser  the  defendant,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  ad- 
verse possession,  offered  to  show  that  he  was  in  under  contract  for  the 
conveyance  of  land,  the  price  of  which  had  been  full}'  paid,  so  that  he 
was  in  equity  the  owner,  and  also  to  show  declarations  of  the  plaintiff 
to  the  effect  that  he  had  sold  the  premises  to  the  defendant,  and  that 
they  belonged  to  him  ;  and  all  this  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  an 
adverse  possession.  It  was  held  proper  for  that  purpose,  because  the 
defendant  was  equitably  entitled  to  a  deed,  and  there  was  nothing  in 
the  character  of  the  possession  under  it  inconsistent  with  the  idea  of  an 
adverse  possession.  Whether  it  were  adverse  or  not,  the  court  say 
"•  would  depend  upon  the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case."  In 
both  cases,  possession  was  taken  under  a  contract  for  a  deed,  and  it 
was  held,  and 'nothing  more,  that  this  did  not  per  se  necessarily  pre- 
clude the  adverse  character  of  the  subsequent  possession.  In  the  case 
before  us  there  was  no  contract  for  a  deed,  or  any  engagement  to  con- 
fer a  title.  The  cases  are  not  in  point.  In  all,  there  was  an  equitable 
title  and  a  claim  of  right ;  and  in  each  of  the  last  two,  an  agreement 
for  a  deed.  In  all,  an  obvious  intention  to  claim  the  title  and  a  posses- 
sion inconsistent  with  the  plaintiff's  ownership.  As  I  have  above 
undertaken  to  show,  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff  here  was  under  no 
claim  of  right,  and  was  entirely  consistent  with  the  defendant's  title. 
The  plaintiff's  enjoyment  was  permissive,  and  he  had  no  title,  either  in 
law  or  equit}'. 

It  is  clear  that  the  defendant,  in  the  acts  complained  of,  has  gone  no 
further  than  to  exercise  his  legal  rights.  Of  these  he  should  not  be 
deprived,  unless  he  has  acted  in  such  a  wa}'  as  to  make  it  fraudulent 
for  him  to  set  them  up.  There  is  no  finding  to  that  effect ;  nor  would 
the  evidence  warrant  such  conclusion.  The  plaintiff  has  made  out  no 
case  against  this  appeal ;  and  the  judgments  of  the  General  and  Special 
Terms  should  therefore  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  granted,  with  costs 
to  abide  the  event. 

All  concur,  except  EARL,  J.,  dissenting. 

FINCH,  J.,  concurring  in  result. 

Judgment  reversed* 

^T"See  Cronkhite  v.  Cronkhite,^  N.  Y.  323  ;  Johnson  v.  Skillman,  29  Minn.  9£. 
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STEERE  v.  TIFFANY. 

SUPREME  COURT  OF  RHODE  ISLAND.     1882. 

[Reported  13  JJ.  /.  568.] 

TRESPASS  on  the  case.     Heard  by  the  court,  jury  trial  being  waived. 

This  action  was  trespass  on  the  case  for  obstructing  a  right  of  way 
over  the  small  triangle  of  land  marked  i,  k,  1,  on  the  accompanying 
plat.  The  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  both  derived  title  from  the  same 
proprietor,  and  their  lots  extended  by  the  descriptions  of  their  deeds 
to  the  middle  line  of  the  way  b,  a,  c,  d,  the  way  being  laid  out  and 
platted  for  the  common  use  of  all  the  lot  owners  on  the  plat.  After  all 
the  platted  lots  had  been  sold,  the  city  of  Providence  laid  out  the  area 
enclosed  by  the  lines  f,  e,  h,  g,  as  a  public  highway,  called  Summer 
Street.  Subsequently  the  owner  of  lot  No.  5  obstructed  the  triangle 
marked  1,  i,  k,  and  the  owner  of  lot  No.  13  thereupon  brought  this 
action. 

DURFEE,  C.  J.  The  only  defence  set  up  by  the  defendant  is,  that 
the  way  which  he  is  sued  for  obstructing  had  been  lost  before  obstruc- 
tion by  renunciation  or  abandonment.  It  is  well  settled  that  an  ease- 
ment may  be  so  lost,  though  where  the  only  proof  of  it  is  cesser  of 
use,  the  cesser  of  use  must  have  continued  for  at  least  twenty  years. 
Where,  however,  there  is  other  proof  showing  clearly  an  intent  to  re- 
nounce or  abandon,  the  easement  may  be  lost  in  a  much  briefer  time. 
Thus  where  A.  had  an  easement  of  light  in  the  land  of  B.,  enjoyed  by 
means  of  a  window  opening  in  an  ancient  wall  of  his  house,  which  he 
pulled  down  and  rebuilt  without  the  window,  it  was  held,  after  seven- 
teen years,  B.  meanwhile  having  built  so  as  to  intercept  the  light,  that 
the  easement  had  been  abandoned  and  lost.  Moore  v.  Rawson,  3  B. 
&  C.  332.  See  also  Liggins  v.  Inge,  7  Bing.  682  ;  Pope  v.  Deve- 
reaux,  5  Gray,  409  ;  Canny  v.  Andrews,  123  Mass.  155.  It  is  not,  it 
has  been  said,  so  much  the  duration  of  the  cesser  as  the  nature  of  the 
act  done  b}'  the  owner  of  the  easement,  or  of  the  adverse  act  acquiesced 
in,  and  the  intention  which  the  one  or  the  other  indicates,  that  is  ma- 
terial. Regina  v.  Chorley,  12  Q.  B.  515,  519.  Where  A.,  having  a 
way  leading  from  his  house  and  barn  on  his  own  land  to  the  highway 
over  the  land  of  B.,  removed  house  and  barn,  ploughed  and  planted 
the  land,  and  fenced  up  the  end  of  the  wa}*,  it  was  held,  twelve  3-ears 
after  the  removal  of  the  house,  that  the  way  had  been  renounced  and 
lost.  Crain  v.  Fox,  16  Barb.  S.  C.  184.  The  case  of  Corning  v. 
Gould,  16  Wend  531,  is  still  more  like  the  case  at  bar.  There  the 
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parties  owned  adjoining  lots,  with  a  private  way  for  their  common  use 
along  the  dividing  line,  which  was  the  centre  of  the  way.  The  plaintiff, 
four  or  five  }-ears  before  suit,  built  a  house  on  his  lot  which  encroached 
on  the  way,  and  then  ran  a  fence  through  the  centre,  thus  taking  half 
to  himself  and  leaving  the  other  half  to  the  adjoining  owner,  who  sold 
to  the  defendant.  The  defendant  proceeded  to  occupy  a  part  of  his  half 
with  a  house.  The  court  held  that  the  way  had  become  extinct,  the 
acts  of  both  parties  being  incompatible  with  its  continuance.  In  Dyer 
v.  Scinford,  9  Met.  395,  Chief  Justice  Shaw  declared  that,  to  prove  an 
abandonment,  it  was  only  necessary  to  show  that  the  acts  relied  on 
were  done  b}-  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  dominant  tenement,  and  were  of 
such  a  character  as  to  show  decisively  an  intent  to  abandon.  And  see 
Taylor  v.  Hampton,  4  McCord,  96  ;  3  Kent  Comment  352 ;  Wash- 
burn  on  Easements  and  Servitudes,  *542-*549. 

In  the  case  at 

bar  the  way,  con-  Broad  Street. 

sidered  as  a  pri- 
vate  way,  was 
created  for  the 
common  use  of 
the  owners,  whose 
opposite  lots  met 
in  the  centre  of 
it  subject  to  the 
easement.  After 
the  lay  out  of 
Summer  Street 
diagonally  across 
the  way,  the  plain- 
tiff or  his  prede- 
cessor in  title  took 
exclusive  posses- 
sion of  the  half  in 
front  of  his  lot  by 
moving  his  house 
forward.  His  next 
neighbor  did  like- 
wise. The  owner 
of  the  lot  on  which 
was  the  gangway 
leading  from  the 
way  to  Broad 
Street  closed  the 
gangway.  These 
acts  were  all  done 
without  objection. 
The  result  is  that 
VOL.  IT.  —  26 


Lines  a,  b,  c,  rf,  show  the  original  lay-out  of  the  way  in  question. 

Lines  e,f,  >-,  h,  show  the  position  of  Summer  Street. 

Lot  13  is  the  plaintiff's  estate. 

Lot  5  is  the  defendant's  estate. 

Lines  i,  k,  I,  show  the  land  in  dispute. 
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the  way  as  original!}'  established  has  practically  ceased  to  exist ;  and 
when  the  defendant,  following  the  plaintiff's  example,  took  possession  of 
the  small  bit  of  the  way  tying  between  the  plaintiffs  lot  and  Summer 
Street,  he  thereby  unmistakably  signified  his  consent  to  its  destruction. 
The  plaintiff,  in  suing  him,  is  suing  for  an  obstruction,  not  of  the  waj- 
as  created,  but  of  a  mere  bit  of  it,  which  is  convenient  for  his  individual 
use,  but  which,  partly  in  consequence  of  his  own  acts,  is  no  longer  ca- 
pable of  being  used  as  originally  intended.  Can  he  maintain  his  action  ? 
We  think  not.  The  way,  if  it  ever  existed  as  a  private  wajr,  so  existed 
by  implication  or  estoppel,  not  by  express  grant.  To  ascertain  its 
character,  therefore,  we  must  look  to  the  circumstances  of  its  creation ; 
and  doing  so,  we  think  it  is  manifest  that  the  way  was  intended  to  ex- 
ist as  a  whole,  and  not  in  halves,  and  that  consequent^  to  take  awa^y 
either  half  is  to  destro\"  it,  and  the  party  taking  must  be  held  to  have 
renounced  or  abandoned  his  right  in  the  other  half.  The  case  in  this 
aspect  is  almost  identical  with  Corning  v.  Gould,  of  which  the  court, 
in  Grain  v.  Fox,  remarks,  that  the  fence  erected  in  the  centre  of  the 
way  was  an  unequivocal  act  of  renunciation,  for  the  plain  reason  that  the 
use  of  the  way  in  common  was  rendered  impossible  by  it.  We  do  not 
see  how  it  is  possible  for  us  to  hold  in  the  case  at  bar  that  the  defendant 
is  liable,  without  also  holding  implicitly  that  the  way  as  originally  estab- 
lished still  exists,  and  that  the  plaintiff  is  liable  likewise  for  obstructing 
it.  This  result,  however,  the  plaintiff  disavows,  and  his  disavowal  must 
be  taken  conclusively  against  him  as  a  renunciation  of  the  easement. 

The  plaintiff  has  access  to  the  public  street  otherwise  than  over  the 
defendant's  land,  and  it  is  therefore  unnecessary  to  inquire  if  he  could, 
in  the  circumstances,  maintain  his  action  if  he  were  claiming  the  way 
as  a  way  of  necessity.  We  give  the  defendant  judgment  for  costs. 

Judgment  for  defendant. 

Charles  H.  ParJchurst  and  Charles  L.  Steere,  for  plaintiff. 

Perce  and  Hallett,  for  defendant. 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

COVENANTS  AS  TO  THE  USE  OF  THE  LAND. 
SECTION  I. 

IN  GENERAL. 

STANDEN  v.  CHRISMAS. 

QUEEN'S  BENCH.     1847. 

[Reported  10  Q.  B.  135.] 

LORD  DENMAN,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court.1 

In  this  case,  the  plaintiff  being  entitled  to  five  eighths,  and  one  Rich- 
ardson to  three  eighths,  of  certain  copyhold  premises,  Richardson,  by 
lease  in  writing,  not  under  seal,  demised  them  to  the  defendants  in 
his  own  name  for  one  year,  at  a  rent  payable  half  3'early,  and  tinder 
certain  terms  of  repairing.  Before  the  first  half  year's  rent  became  due 
Richardson  surrendered  his  interest  to  the  plaintiff,  of  which  the  de- 
fendants had  notice,  and  afterwards  paid  the  half  year's  rent  to  an 
agent  employed  both  by  Richardson  and  the  plaintiff. 

The  present  gjjif?n  'g  fnr  ion-T'^giri  and  for  use  and  nnpnpatjnn,  to, 
recover  the  last  half  year's  rent ;  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  de- 
fendants.    It  was  objected,  at  the  trial,  that  no  evidence  was  given  of" 
the  existence  of  a  manor  of  which  the  premises  were  copyhold.     But 
surrenders  purporting  to  be  copies  of  the  rolls  of  the  manor,  and  which 
were  admitted  under  a  judge's  order,  were  given  in  evidence,  and,  we( 
think,  were  abundant  evidence  on  that  point. 

With  regard  to  repairs,  it  was  objected  that  Stat.  32  H.  8,  c.  34,  applies  ^VJi^v  / 
only  to  cases  of  demise  by  deed,  and  that  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  «.  J^-  p 
cannot  *$?  j"  nxanmp^f,  on  the  contract  made  by  the  assignor^  We  are  ,  ""^ 

entirely  of  this  opinion,  and  that  the  verdict  on  the  first  count  is  right. 
So  on  the  second  count,  which  is  on  an  implied  non  tract  torepair  aris- . 
ing  out  of  the  relati™1  nf  l^nrllnrrl  and  ^ppant.     IV^  snHi  icm^1iad  cc 
tract  arises  where  tbe^tenant  Jiolds  nnrler  an  esprnnn  ooatmnt  which 
provides  Jbr  the  ™,rY  matter      Therefore,  the  verdict  on  the  second 
count  is  also  right. 

The  count  for  use  and  occupation  requires  more  consideration.  Xo 
doubt  the  plaintiff  was  landlord  dui'ing  the  time  that  the  rent  in  ques- 
tion accrued,  and  when  it  became  due,  and  was  entitled  to  receive  it. 
He  might  have  distrained  for  it,  supposing  the  tenancj*  to  have  contin- 

1  The  opinion  only  is  given. 
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ued  ;  or  he  might  have  brought  an  action  of  debt  for  it.  But  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  an  action  of  assumpsit  will  lie,  in  which  he  states  that 
the  defendants  occupied  by  his  sufferance  and  permission.  It  was  said 
that  a  new  tenancy  might  be  inferred  when  the  defendants  had  notice 
of  the  surrender  to  the  plaintiff;  but  there  is  no  ground  whatever  for 
an}'  such  inference.  It  is  quite  plain  that  the  defendants  held  under 
the  lease  made  by  Richardson,  and  under  that  alone,  and  the  plaintiff 
could  not  have  prevented  them  from  so  holding.  The  permission  to 
occupy  emanated  from  Richardson,  the  grantor  of  the  lease,  and  was 
complete  when  the  lease  was 'executed,  and  never  could  emanate  from 
the  person  who  subsequently  became  assignee  of  the  reversion  ;  unless, 

for  himself  and  his  assigns,  the  per- 


mission  of  any  person  who  might  become  assignee  of  the  reversion  dur- 
ing the  lease  can  be  said  to  be  virtually  included,  so  that  the  occupation 
became  in  point  of  law  permissive  on  the  part  of  the  assignee  as  soon 
as  his  interest  took  place.  We  think  that  this  is  the  right  view  of  the 
case,  and  that,  the  occupation  being  in  point  of  law  by  the  permission 
of  the  plaintiff,  the  action  is  maintainable  in  its  present  form  by  virtue 
of  the  Statute  11  G.  2,  c.  19,  §  14.  In  most  of  the  cases  referred  to  on 
the  argument  the  tenancy  was  from  year  to  year.  It  is  obvious  that  the 
assignee  of  the  reversion  has  then  the  power  of  determining  the  tenancy 
by  notice ;  and,  if  he  refrains  from  so  doing,  the  occupation  may  well 
be  said  to  be  by  his  permission.  In  Lumley  v.  Hodgson,  16  East,  99, 
the  tenancy  was  from  year  to  year,  and  a  notice  to  quit  had  actually 
been  given,  but  not  persevered  in.  The  action  was  for  a  year  and  a 
half  s  rent :  the  last  year's  rent  all  accrued  after  the  expiration  of  the 
notice  to  quit ;  and  the  occupation  during  that  time  was  clearly  by  the 
permission  of  the  plaintiff;  the  first  half  year  not  so;  and  the  same 
question  might  have  arisen  as  in  the  present  case  :  but  it  was  not  made. 
In  Mortimer  v.  Preedy,  3  M.  &  W.  602,  the  court  felt  the  same  diffi- 
culty as  arises  here  ;  but  the  point  was  not  expressly  determined.  The 
case  of  Buckworth  v.  Simpson,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  834  ;  s.  c.  5  Tyr.  344, 
was  also  upon  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year :  so  was  the  case  of  Dolby 
v.  lies,  11  A.  &  E.  335,  which,  however,  turned  upon  the  defendant 
being  estopped  by  his  own  acts  of  recognition.  No  case  appears  yet  to 
have  been  determined  where  an  absolute  lease  in  writing,  not  under 
seal,  for  a  fixed  term  of  years,  having  been  granted,  and  the  landlord 
having  assigned  his  reversion,  it  has  been  held  that  the  assignee  can 
maintain  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation.  We  are,  how- 
ever, of  opinion,  for  the  reasons  already  given,  that  he  can ;  and  we 
think  that  the  direction  of  the  learned  judge  on  this  part  of  the  case 
was  wrong,  though  right  as  to  the  question  of  repair. 
The  rule  must  be  absolute  for  a  new  trial. 

Rule  absolute* 

1  See  Kennedy  v.  Owen,  136  Mass.  199. 
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SECTION  II. 

UNDER   THE    STATUTE    OF    32    HEN.  VIII.  C.  34.       (1540.) 

ST.  32  HEN.  VIII.  c.  34. — Where  before  this  time  divers,  as  well 
temporal  as  ecclesiastical  and  religious  persons,  have  made  sundr}- 
leases,  demises  and  grants  to  divers  others  persons,  of  sundry  manors, 
lordships,  ferms,  meases,  lands,  tenements,  meadows,  pastures,  or  other 
hereditaments,  for  term  of  life  or  lives,  or  for  term  of  years,  by  writing 
under  their  seal  or  seals,  containing  certain  conditions,  covenants  and 
agreements  to  be  performed,  as  well  on  the  part  and  behalf  of  the  said 
lessees  and  grantees,  their  executors  and  assigns,  as  on  the  behalf  of 
the  said  lessors  and  grantors,  their  heirs  and  successors ;  (2)  and  for- 
asmuch as  by  the  common  law  of  this  realm,  no  stranger  to  any  cove- 
nant, action  or  condition,  shall  take  an}-  advantage  or  benefit  of  the 
same,  by  an}7  means  or  wa}"S  in  the  law,  but  only  such  as  be  parties  or 
privies  thereunto,  by  the  reason  whereof,  as  well  all  grantees  of  rever- 
sions, as  also  all  grantees  and  patentees  of  the  King  our  sovereign  lord, 
of  sundry  manors,  lordships,  granges,  ferms,  meases,  lands,  tenements, 
meadows,  pastures,  or  other  hereditaments  late  belonging  to  monas- 
teries, and  other  religious  and  ecclesiastical  houses  dissolved,  sup- 
pressed, renounced,  relinquished,  forfeited,  given  up,  or  by  other 
means  come  to  the  hands  and  possession  of  the  King's  majesty  since 
the  fourth  day  of  February  the  seven  and  twentieth  year  of  his  most 
noble  reign,  be  excluded  to  have  any  entry  or  action  against  the  said 
lessees  and  grantees,  their  executors  or  assigns,  which  the  lessors 
before  that  time  might  b}'  the  law  have  had  against  the  same  lessees 
for  the  breach  of  any  condition,  covenant  or  agreement  comprised  in 
the  indentures  of  their  said  leases,  demises  and  grants  :  (3)  be  it  there- 
fore enacted  by  the  King  our  sovereign  lord,  the  lords  spiritual  and 
temporal,  and  the  commons,  in  this  present  parliament  assembled,  and 
by  authority  of  the  same,  That  as  well  all  and  every  person  and  per- 
sons, and  bodies  politic,  their  heirs,  successors  and  assigns,  which 
have  or  shall  have  any  gift  or  grant  of  our  said  sovereign  lord  by  his 
letters  patents  of  any  lordships,  manors,  lands,  tenements,  rents,  par- 
sonages, tithes,  portions,  or  am-  other  hereditaments,  or  of  any  rever- 
sion or  reversions  of  the  same,  which  did  belong  or  appertain  to  any 
of  the  said  monasteries,  and  other  religious  and  ecclesiastical  houses, 
dissolved,  suppressed,  relinquished,  forfeited,  or  by  an}-  other  means 
come  to  the  King's  hands  since  the  said  fourth  day  of  February  the 
seven  and  twentieth  year  of  his  most  noble  reign,  or  which  at  any 
time  heretofore  did  belong  or  appertain  to  an}r  other  person  or  per- 
sons, and  after  came  to  the  hands  of  our  said  sovereign  lord,  (4)  as 
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also  all  other  persons  being  grantees  or  assignees  to  or  b}r  our  said 
sovereign  lord  the  King,  or  to  or  by  any  other  person  or  persons  than 
the  King's  highness,  and  the  heirs,  executors,  successors  and  assigns 
of  every  of  them,  (5)  shall  and  may  have  and  enjoy  like  advantages 
against  the  lessees,  their  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  by 
entry  for  non-payment  of  the  rent,  or  for  doing  of  waste  or  other  for- 
feiture ;  (6)  and  also  shall  and  may  have  and  enjoy  all  and  every  such 
like,  and  the  same  advantage,  benefit  and  remedies  by  action  only,  for 
not  performing  of  other  conditions,  covenants  or  agreements  contained 
and  expressed  in  the  indentures  of  their  said  leases,  demises  or  grants, 
against  all  and  every  the  said  lessees  and  farmers  and  grantees,  their 
executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  as  the  said  lessors  or  grantors 
themselves,  or  their  heirs  or  successors,  ought,  should,  or  might  have 
had  and  enjoyed  at  any  time  or  times,  (7)  in  like  manner  and  form  as 
if  the  reversion  of  such  lands,  tenements  or  hereditaments  had  not 
come  to  the  hands  of  our  said  sovereign  lord,  or  as  our  said  sovereign 
lord,  his  heirs  and  successors,  should  or  might  have  had  and  enjo\-ed 
in  certain  cases,  by  virtue  of  the  act  made  at  the  first  session  of  this 
present  parliament,  if  no  such  grant  by  letters  patents  had  been  made 
by  his  Highness. 

II.  Moreover  be  it  enacted  b}r  authority  aforesaid,  That^aJI  farjncrs, 
1"^"^""    nn^i    grn"tnn"    nf  ^••^'"p"    manors,  lands,  tenements,  rents, 


parsonages,  tithes,  portions,  or  an}r  other  hereditaments  for  term  of 
years,  life  or  lives,  their  pypfntors,  administrators^and  assigns,  shall 
and  may  have  like  action,  adamntage  and  rejnpdy  ngn  instil  and  every 
person  and  persons  and  bodjfi"  pn1it''V-*lipir_J">iroJ  successors  and 
assigns,  which  have  or  sh_all  have  any__^ift  nr  g^nnt  of  the  King  our 
anvpi-ftign  im-r^  nr  j>f_any  other  iJejsojLjQr  persons,  nf  th£Jgy_pnfori  of 

the  Same  manora,  lands,  fgnpmpnta,  nfl^  nf.hpr  hprpHit.niT|Pnfa^gn    letten, 

or  any  parcel  thereof,  for  an}*  condition,  covenant  or  agreement  con- 
tained or  expressed  in  the  indentures  of  their  lease  and  leases,  as  the 
same  lessees,  or  any  of  them  might  and  should  have  had  against  the 
said  lessors  and  grantors,  their  heirs  and  successors  ;  (2)  all  benefits 
and  Hrintig"?  vf  ^pppvprips  in  roli-io  by  reason  of  any  warranty  in 
deed  or  in  law  by  voucher  or  otherwise  only  excepted. 


SPENCER'S  CASE. 

QUEEN'S  BENCH.     1583. 

[Reported  5  Co.  16  a.] 

SPENCER  and  his  wife  brought  an  action  of  covenant  against  Clark, 
assignee  to  J.,  assignee  to  S.,  and  the  case  was  such  :  Spencer  and  his 
wife  by  deed  indented,  demised  a  house  and  certain  land  (in  the  right 
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of  the  wife)  to  S.  for  a  term  of  21  years,  by  which  indenlure__S._cove- 
nanted  for  him,  his  executors,  and  administrators.,  w'^-t-lip, _  plaintiff0, 
that  he,  hia^xecntora,  administrators,  or-nnniprnn.  would  build  ;L  Inick 
wall  upon  part  of  the  land  demised,  &c.    S.  assigned  over  his  term 
J.,  and  J.  to  the  defendant;  and  for  not  making  of  the  brick  wall  the 
plaintiff  brought  the  action  of  covenant  against  the  defendant  as  as- 
signee :  and  after  many  arguments  at  the  bar,  the  case  was  excellently 
argued  and  debated  by  the  justices  at  the  bench :  and  in  this  case  these 
points  were  unanimously  resolved  b}'  SIR  CHRISTOPHER  WRAY,  Chief  Jus-" 
tice,  SIR  THOMAS  GAWDY,  and  the  whole  court.     And  mamT  differences 
taken  and  agreed  concerning  express  covenants,  and  covenants  in  law, ' 
and  which  of  them  run  with  the  land,  and  which  of  them  are  collateral, 
and  do  not  go  with  the  land,  and  where  the  assignee  shall  be  bound  /?    '^r 
without  naming  him,  and  where  not ;  and  where  he  shall  not  be  bouiid^T^j-^ 
although  he  be  expressly  named,  and  where  not.  ^^^ 

1.  When  the  mvpnant,  eyj;ejids_to  a  thing  in  esse,  parcel  of  the  de^ 
mise,  the  thing  to  be  done  bj'fbrce  "of  "the  covenant  is~~quodammodo ' 
annexed  and  appurtenant  to  the  thing  demised,  and  shaJLgo__with  the" 
land^and-shall  .bind  the  assignee  although  he  be  not  bound  by  express 
words :  but  when  the  covenant  extends  to  a  thing  which  is  not  in  bein< 
at  the  time  of  the  demise  made,  it  cannot  be  appurtenant  or  ajmexcd  to/ 
the  thi'ig  wl"'"h  linth  n^  ^in^^fl0  if  the  lessee  covenants  to  repair  the 
houses  demised  to  him  during  the  term,  that  is  parcel  of  the  contract, 
and  extends  to  the  support  of  the  thing  demised,  and  therefore  is  quo^ 
dammodo  annexed  appurtenant  to  houses,  and  shall  bind  the  assignee/^?  l"x"~v-\_ 

Ithough  he  be  not  bound  express!}'  by  the  covenant :  but  in  the  case  at          "^PH. 

ar,  the  covenant  concerns  a  thins:  whir.fj  wn,s  nnt  *'*i  ffy^^^rMh0  time  oj 


the  demise^ajade,  bill  to  be  new!}'  built  after,  and  therefore  shaTTTrind/O 

nrimim'g<-rni-ncal^u3  not  the  assignee,  \^jJJl_^.  - 


cox£nantor, 


executor 


for  the  law  will  not  annex  the  covenant  to  a  thing  which  hath  no 

2.  It  was  resolvedthat  in  this  case,  if  the  lessee  bact-cuvuiiaiiled 
him  and  his^a^signsTlhaL  tlKiy  wouTcTmake  a  newj.vall  npnn  romr- 
of  the  thing  demised,  that  ior  as  much  as  it  is  uTSe  donjiuon  thp  I 


demised,  that  it  should  hind  the  assignee ;  lor  although  the  covenant 
doth  extend  to  a  thing  to  be  newly  made,  yet  it  is  to  be  made  upon  the 
thing  demised,  and  the  assignee  is  to  take  the  benefit  of  it,  and  there- 
fore shall  bind  the  assignee  by  express  words.  So  on  the  other  side, 
if  a  warranty  be  made  to  one,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  by  express  words, 
the  assignee  shall  take  benefit  of  it,  and  shall  have  a  Warrantio 
Chartce,  F.  N.  B.  135,  &  9  E.  2.  Garr'  de  Charters  30,  36  E.  3. 
Garr.  1,  4  H.  8.  D}'er  1.  But  although  the  covenant  jpe  for  Jiim  and1 
his  assigns,  yet  if  the  thing  to  be  rTrmn  h^TnprpTy'T^viQj-prr'i  tff  tb?*T>>"r1, 

7    »/  -^^^  ^v 

and  doth  not^  touch  orconccm  tTu^tiViing'  dnmhfdin  any  sort,  there  the 
assignee  shall  not  be  charged.  As  if  the  lessee  covenants  for  him  and 
his  assigns  to  build  a  house  upon  the  land  of  the  lessor  which  is  no 
parcel  of  the  demise,  or  to  pay  any  collateral  sum  to  the  lessor,  or  to  a 
stranger,  it  shall  not  bftid  the  assignee,  because  it  is  merely  collateral, 


and  in  no  manner  touches  or  concerns  the  thing  that  was  demised,  or 
that  is  assigned  over ;  and  therefore  in  such  case  the  assignee  of  tlie 
thing  demised  cannot  be  charged  with  it,  no  more  than  any  other 
stranger. 

h  3.  It  was  resolved,  if  a  man  leases  sheep  or  other  stock  of  cattle,  or 

any  other  personal  goods  for  any  time,  and  the  lessee  covenants  for 
k^z^x^.  him  and  his  assigns  at  the  end  of  the  time  to  deliver  the  like  cattle  or 
goods  as  good  as  the  things  letten  were,  or  such  price  for  them  ;  and  the 
lessee  assigns  the  sheep  over,  this  covenant  shall  not  bind  the  assignee, 
for  it  is  but  a  personal  contract,  and  wants  such  privity  as  is  between  the 
lessor  and  lessee  and  his  assigns  of  the  land  in  respect  of  the  reversion, 
in  tho  fjLS^  nf  "lease  of  personal  goods  there  is  not  anv  privit.vT 
tmyH^versioftT^jjiLjn^r^v-i^-thiflg  in  action  in  the  personalty,  which 

gcutors ,  or  administrators , 


wo  rep_resen  m.  e  same  aw,  a  man  emses  a  ouse  an  an 
for  years,witTnrstock  or  sum  of  money  rendering  rent,  and  the  lessee 
covenants  for  him,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  to  deliver 
^he  stock  or  sum  of  money  at  the  end  of  the  term,  yet  the  assignee  shall 
not  be  charged  with  this  covenant  ;  for  although  the  rent  reserved  was 
increased  in  respect  of  the  stock  or  sum,  yet  the  rent  did  not  issue  out  of 
the  stock  or  sum,  but  out  of  the  land  only  ;  and  therefore  as  to  the  stock 
or  sum  t^ie  covenant  is  personal,  and  shall  bind  the  covenantor,  his  ex- 
ecutors  and  administrators,  and  not  his  assignee  ;  and  it  is  not  certain 
that  the  stock  or  sum  will  come  to  the  assignees'  hands,  for  it  may  be 
^rt_^wasted,  or  otherwise  consumed  or  destroyed  by  the  lessee,  and  there- 

^  f°re  the  law  cannot  determine  at  the  time  of  the  lease  made,  that  such 

.."covenant  shall  bind  the  assignee. 

./        4.  It  was  resolved,  that  if  a  man  makes  a  feoffment  by  this  word  dedi, 
which  implies  a  warranty,  the  assignee  of  the 


but  if  a  man  makes  a  lease  for  years  by  this  word  concessi  or  demisi, 
which  implies  a  covenant,  if  the  assignee  of  the  lessee  be  evicted,  he 
shall  have  a  writ  of  covenant  ;  for  the  lessee  and  his  assignee  hath  the 
yearly  profits  of  the  land  which  shall  grow  by  his  labor  and  industry 
for  an  annual  rent,  and  therefore  it  is  reasonable  when  he  hath  applied 
his  labor,  and  employed  his  cost  upon  the  land,  and  be  evicted  (whereby 
he  loses  all)  that  he  shall  take  such  benefit  of  the  demise  and  grant, 
as  the  first  lessee  might,  and  the  lessor  hath  no  other  prejudice  than 
what  his  especial  contract  with  the  first  lessee  hath  bound  him  to. 

5.  Tenant  by  the  curtesy,  or  any  other  who  comes  in  in  the  post 
shall  not  vouch  (which  is  in  lieu  of  an  action).  But  if  a  ward  be 
granted  by  deed  to  a  woman  who  takes  husband,  and  the  woman  dies, 
the  husband  shall  vouch  by  force  of  this  word  (/rant,  although  he  comes 
to  it  by  act  in  law.  So  if  a  man  demises  or  grants  land  to  a  woman  for 
years,  and  the  lessor  covenants  with  the  lessee  to  repair  the  houses  dur- 
ing the  term,  the  woman  marries  and  dies,  the  husband  shall  have  an 
action  of  covenant  as  well  as  on  the  covenant  in  law  on  these  words 
(demise  or  grant)  as  on  the  express  covenant.  The  same  law  is  of 


tenant  by  Statute-merchant  or  Statate-staple,  or  efe$r^  of  a  term,  and 
he,  to  whom  a  lease  for  years  is  sold  by  force  of  an}-  execution,  shall 
have  an  action  of  co-tenant  in  such  case  as  a  thing  annexed  to  the  land, 
although  they  come  to  the  term  by  act  in  law ;  as  if  a  man  grants  to 
lessee  for  years,  that  he  shall  have  so  man}*  estovers  as  will  serve  to 
repair  his  house,  or  as  he  shall  burn  in  his  house,  or  the  like,  during 
term,  it  is  as  appurtenant  to  the  land,  and  shall  go  with  it  as  a  thing 
appurtenant,  into  whose  hands  soever  it  shall  come. 

6.  If  Ipssppjrtr  roars  p.nvftna.i|ts_to_repair  the  hou^pg  rlnrimr  t.^ft 

it  shalj^bind  all  others  as  a^  thing  which  is^  appurtenant,  andgoeth  with 
the  land  in  whose  hands  soever  the  term  shall  come,  as  welPthose  who 
come  to  it  by  act  in  law,  as  by  the  act  of  the  part}*,  for  all  is  one  hav- 
ing regard  to  the  lessor.  And  if  the  law  should  not  be  such,  great 
prejudice  might  accrue  to  him ;  and  reason  requires,  that  they,  who 
shall  take  benefit  of  such  covenant  when  the  lessor  makes  it  with  the 
lessee,  should  on  the  other  side  be  bound  by  the  like  covenants  when 
the  lessee  makes  it  with  the  lessor. 

7.  It  was  resolved,  that  the  assignee  of  the  assignee  should  have  an 
action  of  covenant.    So  of  the  executors  of  the  assignee  of  the  assignee  ; 
so  of  the  assignees  of  the  executors  or  administrators  of  every  assignee, 
for  all  are  comprised  within  this  word  (assignees) ,  for  the  same  right 
which  was  in  the  testator,  or  intestate,  shall  go  to  his  executors  or  ad- 
ministrators, as  if  a  man  makes  a  warranty  to  one,  his  heirs  and  as- 
signs, the  assignee  of  the  assignee  shall  vouch,  and  so  shall  the  heirs 
of  the  assignee  :  the  same  law  of  the  assignee  of  the  heirs  of  the  feoffee, 
and  of  every  assignee.     So  ever}*  one  of  them  shall  have  a  writ  of  War- 
rantia  Chartce.    Vide  14  E.  3.    Garr.  33.  38  E.  3.    21,  36  E.  3.  Garr.  1. 
13  E.  1.    Garr.  93.    19  E.  2.    Garr.  85,  &c.     For  the  same  right,  which 
was  in  the  ancestor,  shall  descend  to  the  heir  in  such  case  without 
express  words  of  the  heirs  of  the  assignees. 

Observe,  reader,  your  old  books,  for  they  are  the  fountains  out  of 
which  these  resolutions  issue,  but  perhaps  by  these  differences  the  foun- 
tains themselves  will  be  made  more  clear  and  profitable  to  those  who 
will  make  use  of  them.  For  example  in  42  E.  3,  3,  the  case  is  ;  grand- 
father, father,  and  two  sons,  the  grandfather  was  seised  of  the  manor 
of  D.  whereof  a  chapel  was  parcel,  a  prior  with  the  assent  of  his  covent 
by  deed  covenanted  for  him  and  his  successors,  with  the  grandfather 
and  his  heirs,  that  he  and  his  covent  would  sing  all  the  week  in  his 
chapel,  parcel  of  the  said  manor,  for  the  lords  of  the  said  manor  and 
his  servants,  &c.  The  grandfather  did  enfeoff  one  of  the  manor  in  fee 
who  gave  it  the  younger  son  and  his  wife  in  tail ;  and  it  was  adjudged 
that  the  tenants  in  tail,  as  terretenants  (for  the  elder  brother  was  heir) 
should  have  an  action  of  covenant  against  the  prior,  for  the  covenant 
is  to  do  a  thing  which  is  annexed  to  the  chapel,  which  is  within  the 
manor,  and  so  annexed  to  the  manor,  as  it  is  there  said.  And  Finchden 
related,  that  he  had  seen  it  adjudged,  that  two  coparceners  made  par- 
tition of  land,  and  one  did  covenant  with  the  other  to  acquit  him  of  suit, 
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which  was  due.  and  that  coparcener  to  whom  the  covenant  was  made 
did  alien,  and  the  suit  was  arrear  ;  and  the  feoffee  brought  a  writ  of 
covenant  against  the  coparcener  to  acquit  him  of  the  suit  ;  and  the  writ 
was  maintainable,  notwithstanding  he  was  a  stranger  to  the  covenant, 
because  the  acquittal  fell  upon  the  land  ;  but  if  such  covenant  were 
made  to  say  divine  service  in  the  chapel  of  another,  there  the  assignee 
shall  not  have  an  action  of  covenant,  for  the  covenant  in  such  case  can- 
not be  annexed  to  the  chapel,  because  the  chapel  doth  not  belong  to  the 
covenantee,  as  it  is  adjudged  in  2  H.  4,  6  b.  But  there  it  is  agreed, 
that  if  the  covenant  had  been  with  the  lord  of  the  manor  of  D.  and  his 
heirs,  lords  of  the  manor  of  D.  and  inhabitants  therein,  the  covenant 
shall  be  annexed  to  the  manor,  and  there  the  terretenant  shall  have  the 
action  of  covenant,  without  privity  of  blood.  Vide  29  E.  3,  48.  and  30 
.  3.  14,  Simpkin  Simeon's  Cage,  where  the  case  was.  that  the  Lady 
Bardolf  by  deed  granted  a  ward  to  a  woman  who  married  Simpk.  x.. 
against  whom  the  Queen  brought  a  writ  of  right  of  ward,  and  they 
vouched  the  Lady  Bardolf;  and  afterwards  the  wife  died,  by  which  the 
chattel  real  survived  to  the  husband  (and  resolved  that  the  writ  should 
not  abate).  The  vouchee  appeared,  and  said,  What  have  you  to  bind  me 
warranty?  The  husband  showed,  how  that  the  lady  granted  to  his 
before  marriage  the  said  ward;  the  vouchee  demanded  judgment 
for  two  causes. 

1.  Because  no  word  of  warranty  was  in  the  deed  ;  as  to  that,  it  was 
adjudged  th^  thfe_word  (grant)  in  this  case  of  grant  of  a  w^ard  (being 
a  chattel  real)  did  import  initselfajrarranty. 

2.  Because  tne  nusftand  was  noTassignee  to  the  wife,  nor  privy.    As 
o  that  it  was  adjudged  that  he  should  vouch,  for  this  warranty  implied 

this  word  (grant)  is  in  case  of  a  chattel  real  so  annexed  to  the  land 
husband  who  comes  to  it  by  act  in  law,  and  not  as  assignee, 
should  take  benefit  of  it  But  it  was  resolved  by  Wray,  Chief  Justice, 
*nd  the  whole  court,  that  this  word  (concetti  or  demisi)  in  case  of  free- 
hold or  inheritance  doth  not  import  any  warranty.  11  H.  6,  41,  ace7, 
vide  6  H.  4.  12  H.  4,  5.  1  H.  5,  2.  25  H.  8.  Covenant  Br.  32.  28 
H.  8.  Dyer  28.  48  E.  3,  22.  F.  X.  B.  145.  C.  146,  &  181.  9  YA\z. 
Dyer,  257.  26  H.  8,  3.  5  H.  7,  18.  32  H.  6,  32.  22  H.  6,  51.  18  H. 
3.  Covenant  30.  Old  N.  B.  Covenant,  46  H.  3,  4.  38  E.  3,  24.  See 
the  Statute  of  3241-  8.  c.  24,  34,  which  Act  was  resolved  to  extend 
to  covenants  which  toedf  Dr-concern  the  thing  demised,  and  not  to 
collateral  covenants.1 

Mfce  Gortom  r.  Gregory,  3  B.  ft  S.  90  ;  Armoa  r.  Wdl»,  17  Wend.  136  ;  Hukt  v. 
2  Cart.  C.  C.  5&2,  603  ifanury  T.  StmOucortA,  &  Ohio  St.  340. 


KING'S  BENCH.     1612. 


7ro.  Jac.  309.] 

COVENANT  on  an  indenture  of  demise  of  a  house  to  the  defendant. 

The  breach  assigned  was,  for  not  repairing  the  house  within  a  month 
after  warning  given  the  first  of  Januar}-,  9  Jac.  1,  there  being  an 
press  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  lessee  for  himself,  his  executors  and  l/"y    /  / 
assigns,  that  he  would  repair  within  a  month  after  warning.  / 

The  defendant  pleads,  that  long  time  before  that  warning,  viz.  3 
Jac.  1,  he  assigned  over  his  term  to  J.  S.,  who  had  paid  his  rent  always  r~^^. 
afterward  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  accepted  thereof;  and  avers  ~*4- 

performance  of  all  the  covenants  until  the  assignment. 

The  plaintiff  thereupon  demurred :  for  this  assignment  doth  not  tak 
from  the  lessor  his  advantage  of  the  express  covenant ;  and  notwith- 
standing his  acceptance  of  the  rent  by  the  hands  of  the  assignee,  yet  he 
may  charge  the  lessee  or  assignee  at  his  election. 

All  the  COURT  was  of  that  opinion  ;  wherefore,  without  argument,  it 
was  adjudged  for  the  plaintiff.  And  WILLIAMS  said  he  knew  it  to  be  so 
adjudged  when  he  was  a  serjeant,  upon  a  demurrer  in  the  Common 
Pleas.  And  in  this  term  there  was  another  case,  Varnis  v.  Good- 
cheape,  where  a  like  writ  of  covenant  was  brought  against  a  lessee  for 
years,  on  an  express  covenant  for  reparations,  and  such  a  plea  pleaded, 
and  a  demurrer  thereupon ;  and  adjudged  accordingly  for  the  plaintiff. 


MAYHO  v.  BUCKHURST. 

KING'S  BENCH.     1617. 

[Reported  Cro.  Joe.  438.] 

ERROR  of  a  judgment  in  the  King's  Bench,  in  a  writ  of  covenant 
brought  against  him  as  assignee  of  one  Thomas  Mayho  ;  for  that  the 
lessee  covenanted  to  pay  annually  dmiug  tire  term  of  fewsafakgne  j-ears, 
t  \\vntyjshillings  to  the  churchwardens  of  Saint  Saviour's  in  Southwark, 


term  :  and  because  the  assignee  did  not  pay  the  rent,  nor  repair  the 
said  tenements,  the  action  was  brought  :  and  judgment  being  given 


upon  a  m'Atf  elicit,  and  entire  damages  found,  it  was  adjudged  for  the 


plaintiff. 


/     , 


And  now  error  assigned,  because  the  assignee  is  not  chargeable  with 
this  covenant  of  the  payment  of  an  annual  sum,  but  it  is  a  mere  collat- 
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eral  covenant :  also,  it  is  not  well  assigned ;  for  it  is  not  shown  for 
what  time  the  sum  was  arrear. 

And  all  the  JUSTICES  and  BARONS  held  that  this  declaration  was  not 
good  for  both  causes ;  and  therefore,  the  damages  being  entire,  the 
judgment  was  reversed.1 


CONGHAM  v.   KING. 
KING'S  BENCH.     1631. 

[Reported  Cro.  Car.  221.] 

COVENANT  against  the  defendant  as  assignee  of  an  assignee,  for  not 
repairing  of  an  hon«e.  1ft  inter  alia 

The  defendant  takes  issue  upon  the  mean  assignment  of  the  lease  laid 
in  the  declaration. 

Wright^  after  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  took  divers  exceptions  to  the 
declaration  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  the  plaintiff  shows  the  lease  to  be 
L  ^44      to  ^'  ^"'  an(*  ky  him  devised  to  J.  D.,  and  made  J.  N.  his  executor,  and 
^   that  he  virtute  legalionis  entered  and  assigned  to  W.  S.,  and  he  entered 

of  t.hft  premises,  to  the^  defendant,  who 


i     UQni 


entered  and  made  spoil  in  an  hall  and  chamber,  parcel  of  the  demised 
premises,  &c.  One  exception  was,  Because  he  shows  that  the  devisee 
entered  and  was  possessed  virtute  legationis,  and  doth  not  say  that 
the  executor  assented. —  Sed  non  allocatur:  for  being  alleged,  that  he 
thereof  was  possessed  virtute  legationis,  and  issue  being  taken  upon  a 
collateral  matter,  it  shall  be  intended  that  he  entered  with  the  assent  of 
the  executor. 

Another  exception  was,  Because  the  breach  was  assigned  in  such  an 
house  parcel  prcemissorum,  and  doth  not  say  prcemissorum  prcedi- 

issorum,  and  to  him  assigned ;  for  in  the  lease  are  divers  things  ex- 
cepted,  and  it  may  be  that  this  is  parcel  of  the  things  excepted,  or  not 
parcel  of  the  premises  assigned.  —  Sed  non  allocatur :  for  prcemissa 
shall  be  intended  prcedimissa  et  assignata,  and  shall  not  be  extended 
to  any  lands  not  dimissa. 

The  next  exception  alleged  was,  That  the  defendant  is  but  assignee 
of  parcel  of  the  things  demised ;  and  then  he  is  not  chargeable  with 
this  covenant,  no  more  than  the  assignee  of  parcel  shall  be  charged  in 
debt  for  the  rent ;  but  the  action  lies  against  the  first  lessee,  as  it  is 
held.  Walker's  Case,  3  Co.  23. —  Sed  non  allocatur :  for  this  covenant 
is  dividable,  and  follows  the  land,  with  which  the  defendant,  as  assignee, 
is  chargeable  by  the  common  law,  or  by  the  Statute  of  32  Hen.  8,  c. 
37.  Whereupon  it  was  adjudged  for  the  plaintiff. 

J    ,v^/iv^      *  See  Dolph  v'  White' 12  N<  Y-  296>  J-v-'Ll 
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COLE'S   CASE. 
KING'S  BENCH.     1692.  ,.  .^, 

[Reported  I  Salk.  196.]  * 


Br  indenture  H.  leases  a  house,  excepting  two  rooms,  and  free  pas- 
sage  to  them.     The  lessee  assigns,  and  the  assignee  disturbs  the  lessor  vWi! 
in  the  passage  thereto,  and  for  this  disturbance  the  lessor,  brought,  - 

cerertaftt.  Et  PER  CCR.  The  action  lies  ;  the  diversity  is  this,  If  the^**  r^«i 
disturbance  had  been  iu  the  chamber,  it  is  plain  then  no  action  of  cove- 
nant would  have  lain ;  because  it  was  excepted,  and  so  not  demised : 
Aliter,  where  the  1^°°?°  agiyes  to  Iftt,  t.hp  tess^r  havp  a,  tl"'ng  nnf  nf  the 
demised  premises,  as  a  wa}',  common,  or  other  profit  apprendre ;  in 
such  case  "qv^nant  1i°H  for  fhp  rtjgtrirhnnfp  Vide  3  Cro.  657 ;  Mo. 
553.  And  this  pnvgnpn  gnpg  wU.h  thp  tgnprnpiif-.,  and  binds  the 
assignee .  Judgment  pro  quer. 


HOLFORD  v.   HATCH. 

KING'S  BENCH.     1779. 

[Reported  1  Doug.  183.] 

THIS  was  an  action  of  covenant,  for  rpnt  in  arr^ar^  brought  against  °v'  ^^>~~  (, 
the  defendant  as  assignee  of  one  Saunders.     The  declaration  stated  (i 
the  common  form) ,  that  the  plaintiff  demised  to  Saunders  for  seven 
years,  by  virtue  whereof  he  entered  and  was  possessed,  and  that 
wards,  all  the  estate,  right,  title,  and  interest,  of  Saunders,  in 
premises,  came  to  the  defendant,  by  assignment  thereof,   by  virtue 
whereof  he  entered  and  was  possessed,  and  that,  after  the  assignment,^ 
rent  had  become  due,  which  the  defendant  had  not  paid.     The 
ant  pleaded,  that  all  the  estate,  right,  title,  and  interest,  of  Saunders  in_ 
the  premises,  did  not  come  to  him  by  assignment  thereof  in  manner^ 
and  form  as  the  plaintiff  had  alleged. 

On  the  trial,  it  appeared,  that  the  defendant  was  in  possession  of  the 
premises  during  the  time  when  the  rent  in  arrear  became  due,  but  that, 
by  the  deed  under  which  he  held,  the}'  were  conveyed  to  him,  by  Saun- 
ders, for  a  da}-,  or  some  days  less  than  the  original  term,  and  that  he 
had  actually  surrendered  them  before  the  action  was  brought.  Som 
receipts  also  were  produced  for  rent  which  had  been  paid  b}*  the  de- 
fendant to  the  plaintiff,  and  which  run  thus:  "Received  of  Saunders 
by  the  hands  of  Hatch." 

Upon  this  evidence,  it  was  contended,  at  the  trial,  which  came  on 


414  GREY  V.   CUTHBEETSON. 

before  Lord  Mansfield,  at  the  sittings  for  Middlesex,  in  last  Hilary 
Term  :  1.  That,  in  point  of  law,  a  person  holding  of  the  first  lessee,  by 
an  under-lease,  like  the  present,  is  not  liable  to  be  sued  by  the  original 
lessor,  on  the  covenant  for  rent  contained  in  the  original  lease ;  2. 
That  the  fact  put  in  issue  on  the  record,  viz.,  that  all  the  estate,  &c., 
of  Saunders,  came  to  the  defendant,  was  not  proved. 

A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  but  Lord  Mansfield  saved  the 
points  made  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  for  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
Accordingly,  in  Hilary  Term  (Thursday,  the  4th  of  February),  Daven- 
port obtained  a  rule  to  show  cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set 
aside,  and  a  nonsuit  entered.  He  cited  Poultney  v.  Holmes,  M.  7  G-. 
3,  at  N.  Pr.  before  Pratt,  Ch.  Just.,  1  Str.  405;  Crusoe  v.  Bugby, 
C.  B.  T.  11  G.  3;  3  Wils.  234;  since  reported  2  Blackst.  766;  and 
Hare  v.  Cator,  B.  R.  E.  18  G.  3. 

Cause  was  shown  on  the  Thursday  following  (the  llth  of  February). 

The  Solicitor-  General,  for  the  plaintiff'. 

Dunning  and  Davenport,  for  the  defendant. 

LORD  MANSFIELD.  It  is  fit  that  we  should  look  into  the  authorities  ; 
therefore  let  the  case  stand  over. 

The  court  were  understood  to  be  for  some  time  divided,  and  judg- 
ment was  not  given  till  this  day  [May  8,  1779],  when  Lord  Mansfield 
delivered  their  unanimous  opinion,  as  follows : 

LORD  MANSFIELD.  This  is  an^action  of  covenant  by  a  lessor  against 
an  'n/nfJ.p.r-l.fiKKfif^  n.nd  the  single  question  is,  whether  the  actiorf  can  be 
maintained  against  him,  as  being,  substantially,  an  assignee.  For 
some  time  we  had  great  doubts ;  we  have  bestowed  a  great  deal  of 
consideration  on  the  subject,  and  looked  fully  into  the  books,  and  it  is 
clearly  settled  (and  is  agreeable  to  the  text  of  Littleton),  that  the 
action  cannot  be  maintained,  unless  against  an  assignee  of  the  whole 
term.  The  rule  made  absolute.1 


j 

GREY  y.  CUTHBERTSON. 


TT-        »      T>  ir-or 

KINGS  BENCH.     1785. 
[Reported  2  Chitty,  482.] 

DECLARATION  in  covenant,  stating  that  one,  William  Mills,  was  pos- 
sessed of  a  term  of  years,  and  that  by  indenture,  dated  22d  September, 
1770,  between  W.  Mills  and  plaintiff,  W.  Mills  rlpmjp^  nprtgin  |Yn™ic?oct 
to  plaintiff,  ftrrfrrrrfriim  fnr  fnnrf"""  yooyo  .  n^\  amnnjy  other  covenants 
in  the  lease,  the  declaration  set  forth  the  following  one  :  that  at  the  end 
or  expiration,  or  other  sooner  determination  of  the  said  demise,  a  fair 
valuation  and  appraisement  should  be  made  by  two  indifferent  persons 
(one  to  be  chosen  by  each  of  the  parties  to  the  said  indenture,  or  their 

1  See  Beardman  v.  Wilson,  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  57. 


TATEM  V.   CHAPLIN.  415 

respective  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns)  of  all  and  every  the 
fruit-trees  ^aodjDushes  that  should  be  then  standing  and  [growing,  linfl 
•which  should  havg~hpfin  pinntpn  lutcl  set  by  the  saic|  plaintiff:  his  exec- 
utors, administrators,  w-assigns,  upon  the  said  demised  premises,  and 
that  he  the  said  plaintiff,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  should 
yield  and  deliver  up  the  same  trees  'and  bushes  to  the  said  William 
Mills,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  at  the  value  or  ap- 
praisement thereof  to  be  made  and  fixed  as  aforesaid  ;  and  the  said 
William  Mills,  for  himself,  his  executors  and  administrators,  did  by  the 
said  indenture,  &c.  (among  other  things),  covenant  to  and  with  the 
said  plaintiff,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  that  he  the  said 
William  Mills,  his  executors  or  administrators,  should  and  would  well 
and  truly  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  said  plaintiff,  his  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns,  immediate!}'  after  such  valuation  or  appraise- 
ment should  be  made  by  two  indifferent  persons,  as  aforesaid,  all  such 
sum  or  sums  of  money  for  such  trees  and  bushes  as  the  same  trees  and 
bushes  should  be  valued  or  appraised  at.  The  declaration  then  alleged 
plaintiff's  entry,  and  that  all  the  said  William  Mills's  interest  in  the 
premises,  before  the  expiration  of  the  term,  became  vested  in  the  de- 
fendants ;  and  then  a  breach  of  the  said  covenant  by  the  defendants  as 
assignees.  Demurrer  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 

Clayton,  for  the  defendant. 

Wood,  contra. 

PER  CURIAM.  The  plaintiff  is  not  without  remedy  ;  he  may  bring  an 
action  against  the  original  lessor,  who  always  remains  liablejbuthis 
right  of  action  fora  breach  of  this  covenant  cannot  be  _exl£nded  toUn 
assignee  witbouthTir'Being  named  in  the  covenant,  as  the^subject  matter 
of  it  does  notfrelate  to  a  thing  in  esse  at  the  "time  nf  thp  dpmisft.  The 
court  recognized  the  authority  of  Spencer's  Case. 

i     Judgment  for  defendant. 


'  CHAPLIN- 

KING'S  BENCH.     1793. 
[Reported  2  H.  Bl.  133.] 

THIS  was  an  action  of  covenant,  brought  by  the  lessor  of  a  farm, 
against  the  assignee  of  the  lessee,  for  the  breach  of  the  following  cove- 
nant: "And  the  said  Samuel  Norfolk  (the  lessee)  for  himself,  his 
executors  and  administrators,  did  covenant,  promise,  and  agree,  to  and 
with  the  said  George  Tatem  (the  lessor),  his  heirs  and  assigns,  that  he 
the  said  Samuel  Norfolk,  his  executors  and  administrators,  should  and 
would  constantly  during  that  demise,  with  his  and  their  family  and 
servants,  reside,  inhabit  and  dwell  in  and  upon  the  said  demised  mes- 
suage or  tenement,  farm,  and  lands,  and  in  default  thereof,  would  pay 
or  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  said  George  Tatem,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  the 
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sum  of  five  pounds  of  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain,  as  a  penalty  for 
ever}-  month  he  or  they  did  not  or  should  not  reside,  inhabit,  or  dwell 
in  and  upon  the  said  demised  premises,  over  and  above  the  yearlj*  rent 
then  and  there  reserved,"  &c. 

The  breach  assigned  was,  "that  the  said  Richard  Chaplin  (the 
assignee)  after  the  said  assignment  of  the  said  demised  premises  to  the 
said  Richard,  and  during  his  possession  thereof,  to  wit,  from  the  9th 
day  of  May  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1790,  to  the  day  of  filing  the  orig- 
inal writ  of  the  said  George,  hath  not,  nor  did  during  such  time  as 
aforesaid,  with  himself,  his  family  and  servants,  reside,  inhabit,  and 
dwell,  nor  does  he  now  reside,  inhabit,  and  dwell  in  and  upon  the 
said  demised  messuage  or  tenement,  farm  or  lands,  but  on  the 
contrary  hath  totally  absented  himself  with  his  family  and  servants 
from  the  same,  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  for  the  space  of 
two  years  and  three  months,  yet  the  said  Richard  Chaplin  hath  not 
paid  or  caused  to  be  paid  to  the  said  George  Tatem  the  sum  of  £5  of 
lawful  money  of  Great  Britain,  as  a  penalty  for  each  and  ever}-  month 
he  the  said  Richard  Chaplin  with  his  family  and  servants  as  aforesaid, 
have  not  resided,  inhabited,  and  dwelt  in  and  upon  the  said  demised 
premises,  over  and  above  the  yearl}*  rent  so  then  and  there  reserved,  or 
an}'  part  thereof,  but  hath  therein  wholly  failed  and  made  default,  con- 
trary to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  aforesaid  covenant  of  the  said  Samuel 
Norfolk,  so  made  with  the  said  George  Tatem  in  that  behalf  as  afore- 
said," &c.  To  this  there  was  a  general  demurrer. 

There  were  also  issues  joined  on  the  breaches  of  other  covenants. 

Runnington,  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

Bond,  Serjt.,  contra. 

The  COURT  said,  t,lumgfh-4hfijleed_was  very  ill  drawn,  tfrpy  wprp  clearly 
of  opinion,  that  the  covenant  in  question  vfa.squodam  modo  annexed 
and  appurtenant  to  the  thing  demised,  according  tothe  first  and  sixth 
rpgnl-Hlinnft  in  Kpe.nr.p.r'R  (In.KP,.  whMl  tV(*rH  dirent.ly  iiT^pnint,  and  there- 
fore that  the  assignee  was  hnnn^thr"igh  he  was  not  named. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


CONGLETON  v.  PATTISON. 

KINS'S  BENCH.     1808. 

[Reported  10  East,  130.] 

THE  plaintiffs  declared  in  covenant  upon  an  indenture,  made  the  23d 
November,  1752,  whereby  they  demised  to  John  Clayton  a  piece  of 
ground  in  Congleton  called  the  Byflatt,  and  a  certain  slip  of  land, 
through  which  a  watercourse  was  intended  to  be  made,  with  liberty  for 
making  and  repairing  the  same,  and  with  liberty  for  Clayton,  his  exec- 
utors, administrators,  or  assigns,  to  erect  in  the  Byflatt  a  silk-mill,  &c., 
hfibendum  the  said  piece  of  ground  and  premises,  &c.,  to  Clayton,  his 


COXGLETON   V.   PATT1SOX.  417 

executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  three  hundred  years  from  the 
date  of  the  indenture  ;  yielding  and  paying  as  therein  mentioned.  And 
Clayton  covenanted  for  himself,  his  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  with  the  corporation,  that  he,  his  executors,  &c.,  would  at  all 
times  during  the  term,  bpfni-p  any  pprsnns  should  hp  ve/iriynrl  ns  i£r 
vants,  workmen,  or  apprentices,  in  such  silk-mill,  give  notice  of  their 
names  to  the  town  clerk  of  the  borough  for  the  time  being ;  and  if  he~- 
should  immediately  give  satisfactory  information  to  Clayton,  his  execu- 
tors,  &c..  or  to  tlir  thru  nirnn*  IT  nm"ipipr  nf  the,  silk-mill,  that  any  of 
the  persons  in  such  notice  were  lp.p-.illy  settled  in  any  other  pa.risTTor 
township,  and  riQt^Jn  Congleton,  then  they  should  not  b_q_  rtwivprl  to 
work  in  the  business  of  such  silk-mill,  before  a  certificate  of  the  settle- 
ment of  sucTijJeraon  uncTer  the  Stat.  8  &  9  W.  3  c.  30,  should  be  given 
to  Congleton.  The  declaration  then  stated  theebtry  of  J.  Clayton, 
and  the  building  of  the  silk  mill ;  and  that  on  the  1st  of  January,  1790, 
all  the  estate  and  interest,  &c.,  of  J.  Clayton  in  the  premises  duly  came 
to  and  vested  in  the  defendants  by  assignment,  by  virtue  of  which  they 
entered  and  were  possessed,  &c. :  and  then  assigned  as  a  breach,  that 
after  the  defendants  became  so  possessed,  and  while  they  were  working 
the  silk-mill,  and  during  the  continuance  of  the  term,  the}'  received 
divers  persons  as  servants,  workmen,  and  apprentices  to  work  in  the 
said  mill,  without  giving  the  previous  notice  before  mentioned  to  the 
town  clerk  of  Congleton,  and  that  the  persons  so  received  worked  in 
the  said  mill  without  any  such  notice,  and  that  they  had  not  previously 
gained  an}*  settlement  in  Congleton  ;  by  reason  of  which  the  township 
of  Congleton  had  become  liable  to  relieve  them  and  their  families,  and 
had  expended  a  large  sum  in  the  same,  and  continued  liable  to  the  bur- 
den, &c. ;  and  that  the  plaintiffs  had  also  incurred  great  expense  in 
the  premises,  and  their  estate  and  property  in  the  township  had  been 
lessened  in  value. 

The  defendants,  after  craving  over  of  the  indenture,  by  which  it  ap- 
peared further,  that  the  term  was  granted  by  the  corporation  in  consid- 
eration of  £80  paid,  and  of  a  nominal  yearly  rent,  demurred  generally 
to  the  declaration. 

Littledale,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

Richardson,  contra. 

LORD  ELLENBOKOUGH,  C.  J.  This  i°  °  ™>YP"fl-nt-  i"  which  the_assignee 
is  spp.fMfifia.11ynflmp.fi :  nnrj  {hough  it  were  for  a  thing  not  in  esse  at  jtlia 
time,  vet  Dcing  specifically  named,  it  would  bind  him  if  it  affected  the 
nature7"quality,j3]:  YP1no  nf  the  tli1p^Hr.rnju>»<ij  iiiiiu[iuiuiahMy"Tvf/wnqt- 
eral  circumstancesj_or  if  it,  nffpr-tpd  tyTnTnclp,  Al  tm|6vmuf  iL  feut  this 
covenant  does  not  affect  the  thing  demised,  in  the  one  way  or  the  other. 
It  ma}*  indeed  collaterally  affect  the  lessors  as  to  other  lands  they  may 
have  in  possession  in  the  same  parish,  by  increasing  the  poor's  rate 
upon  them  ;  but  it  cannot  affect  them  even  collaterally  in  respect  of  the 
demised  premises  during  the  term.  How  then  can  it  affect  the  nature, 
quality,  or  value  of  the  thing  demised  ?  Can  it  make  any  difference  to 
VOL.  ii —  27 
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the  mills  whether  they  are  worked  by  persons  of  one  parish  or  another ; 
or  can  it  affect  the  value  of  the  thing  at  the  end  of  the  term,  independently 
of  collateral  circumstances?  The  settling  an  additional  number  of  per- 
sons in  this  place  may,  indeed,  by  means  of  the  increased  population, 
bring  an  increased  burden  at  the  end  of  the  term  on  those  who  are  to 
pa}T  the  rates  ;  but  that  increase  of  population  ma}'  also  be  an  increased 
benefit  of  the  land-owners,  as  it  has  happened  within  our  own  expe- 
rience in  many  parts  of  this  kingdom,  the  seats  of  manufactures,  where 
the  value  of  land  has,  in  consequence,  risen  in  a  great  proportion.  But 
the  covenant  in  question  does  not  affect  the  thing  demised  immediately, 
but  only,  if  at  all,  in  respect  of  collateral  circumstances ;  that  is, 
through  the  medium  of  an  increased  population,  and  the  increased  ex- 
pense of  providing  for  them  on  the  one  hand,  with  the  increased  value 
of  the  lands  to  be  set  against  it  on  the  other  hand.  How  then  does  it 
affect  the  mode  of  occupation  ?  The  carrying  on  of  a  particular  trade 
on  the  premises  may  be  said  to  do  that ;  but  where  the  work  to  be  done 
is  at  all  events  the  same,  whether  it  be  done  by  workmen  from  one 
parish  or  another  cannot  affect  the  mode  of  occupation.  The  covenant, 
therefore,  not  directly  affecting  the  nature,  quality,  or  value  of  the 
thing  demised,  nor  the  mode  of  occupying  it,  is  a  collateral  covenant, 
which  will  not  bind  the  assignee  of  the  term,  though  named  ;  and  this 
is  a  question  with  the  assignee,  and  not  with  the  original  lessee  who 
entered  into  the  covenant.  In  the  case  of  Bally  v.  Wells  [3  Wils.  2o] 
the  covenant  might  affect  the  thing  demised ;  for  if  the  lessee  of  the 
tithe  suffered  any  of  the  farmers  of  the  parish  to  take  their  own  tithes, 
such  union  of  the  land  with  the  tithe  might  lay  a  foundation  for  claim- 
ing a  modus,  which  might  affect  the  future  value  of  the  tithes,  and  would 
immediate!}'  affect  the  occupation.  But  we  cannot  say  that  this  cove- 
nant does  either ;  and  therefore  it  does  not  run  with  the  land  so  as  to 
bind  the  assignees.1  Judgment  for  the  defendant. 
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COVENANT.  Declaration  stated,  that  one  H.  N.  Middleton  being 
seised  in  fee  of  the  premises,  demised  the  same  by  lease  to  the  defend- 
ant for  fourteen  years,  and  that  the  defendant  covenanted  to  repair, 
&c.  The  declaration  then  stated  the  entry  of  the  defendant  upon  the 
premises,  the  reversion  still  remaining  in  Middleton  ;  that  the  latter  by 
lease  and  release  conveyed  his  reversion  to  W.  H.  and  W.  T.  in  fee  ; 
that  they  became  seised  of  the  reversion  in  fee,  and  that  they  on  the 

1  The  concurring  opinions  of  LE  BLANC  and  BAYLEY,  JJ.,  are  omitted. 
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loth  day  of  February,  1810,  by  lease-and__L£lease,conveyed  to  the 
plaintiff  the  reversion  of  part  of  the  said  demised  premisesTvft&rzby  he 
became  seised  oT  the  reversion  of  that  part  of  the  premises  in~fee. The 
declaration  then— oiteged  breaches  of  covenant  JOT  not  repairing  that 
part  of  the  premises,  the  reversion  of  which  had  been  conveyed  to 
plaintiff.  General  demurrer  and  joinder. 

Selwyn,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

Moore,  contra. 

BATLEY,  J.  Althoughjthas  never  beenexrjress]y_decided  that  the 
assignee  of  the  reversion  ofpaTtjofthe^emTsed  premises  can  rnnjritain 
this  action  against  the  lessee,  yet,  when  the  question  comes  fairly  to  be 
considered,.!  cannot  entertain  anydoubt  that  covenant  will  lie  both  by 
and  against  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  of  pnrt  of  the  premises.  The 
32  H.  8,  c.  34,  §  1,  enacts,  "  that  the  grantees  or  assignees  of  any  re- 
version or  reversions  shall  have  the  like  advantages  against  the  lessees 
by  entry  for  non-payment  of  the  rent,  or  for  doing  of  waste  or  other  for- 
feiture, and  also  shall  have  all  such  like  and  the  same  advantage,  bene- 
fit, and  remedies,  by  action  only,  for  not  performing  of  other  conditions, 
covenants,  or  agreements  contained  and  expressed  in  their  leases,  de- 
mises, or  grants  against  the  lessees,  as  the  lessors  or  grantors  them- 
selves might  have  had  at  any  time."  The  words  therefore  apply  to 
conditions  as  well  as  to  covenants,  and  are  sufficiently  large  to  include 
persons  who  are  grantees  of  the  reversion,  either  of  the  whole  or  part 
of  the  property  which  is  the  subject  of  the  lease.  That  part,  however, 
which  applies  to  conditions  which  in  their  very  nature  are  entire,  is 
necessarily  confined  to  the  assignees  of  the  reversion  of  the  whole  of 
the  premises.  The  authorities  cited  in  the  course  of  the  argument  to 
show  that  the  assignees  of  the  reversion  of  part  are  not  within  the  Act, 
were  cases  of  conditions,  and  do  not  apply  to  covenants.  I  do  not 
agree  to  the  distinction  taken  in  the  argument  between  the  first  and 
second  sections  of  the  Act,  for  the  words  used  in  both  sections  are  sub- 
stantially the  same,  and  must  receive  the  same  construction.  The  only 
difference  is,  that  the  words  in  the  first  section  apply  to  the  assignee  of 
the  reversion  ;  those  in  the  second  section,  to  the  assignee  of  the  term. 
Then,  except  in  cases  where  the  construction  of  the  Statute  is  con- 
fined b}r  the  use  of  the  word  "condition,"  and  the  nature  of  the  thing, 
there  is  no  good  reason  why  the  word  "  assignee  "  in  the  Statute  should 
not  be  held  to  extend  to  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  in  part,  as  well  as 
of  the  whole,  of  the  premises.  In  Palmer  v.  Edwards,  1  Dougl.  187,  it 
was  held  that  the  assignee  of  part  of  the  premises  from  the  lessee  might 
maintain  covenant  against  the  lessor;  and  there  Buller,  J.,  considered 
the  remedies  as  mutual.  In  Congham  v.  King  [Cro.  Car.  221],  it  was 
held  that  the  lessor  might  maintain  covenant  against  the  assignee  of  part 
of  the  premises  demised.  These  authorities  seem  to  show  that  the  sever- 
ance of  the  estate  demised  does  not  take  awa}-  the  mutual  remedies.  I 
have  always  understood  it  to  be  clear  law,  that  covenant  was  maintain- 
able by  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  in  part.  In  Kitchen  v.  JBucJcJy 
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[1  Lev.  109]  this  objection,  if  valid,  would  have  succeeded ;  and  it  can 
hardly  be  supposed  that  if  it  had  been  considered  valid,  it  would  have  IH-C-D 
overlooked.  In  Pyot  v.  Lady  St.  John,  Cro.  Jac.  329,  a  person  seised 
in  fee  of  one  messuage,  and  possessed  of  a  term  of  }'ears  in  other  prem- 
ises, demised  both  for  ten  years  to  Lady  St.  John,  by  one  lease,  and 
the*n,  by  separate  deeds,  conveyed  the  reversion  in  fee,  and  the  rever- 
sion for  years  to  P3*ot.  On  an  action  of  covenant  being  brought,  it 
was  objected  that  P3~ot  ought  to  have  brought  several  actions,  but  no 
objection  was  taken  that  he  was  possessed,  by  each  separate  deed,  only 
of  the  reversion  of  part  of  the  premises.  The  court  held,  that  though 
he  might  have  brought  several  actions,  still  the  bringing  only  one  action 
was  well  enough.  But  if  this  objection  had  been  valid,  that  decision 
could  not  have  taken  place ;  because  it  would  have  been  an  obvious 
answer  to  say  that  several  actions  would  not  lie,  inasmuch  as  in  each 
it  must  have  appeared  that  P3'ot  was  only  assignee  of  the  reversion  in 
part.  Upon  authority,  therefore,  as  well  as  principle,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  this  action  is  maintainable ;  and,  therefore,  that  there  must  be 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

ABBOTT,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  Statute  makes  no 
material  distinction  between  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  and  the  as- 
signee of  the  term.  It  has  been  decided  that  the  assignee  of  part  of 
the  premises  for  the  term  may  maintain  this  action,  and  it  therefore 
appears  to  me  to  follow  that  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  of  part  may 
do  the  same. 

HOLROYD,  J.  I  am  also  of  opinion  that  this  action  is  maintainable. 
The  cases  cited  in  argument  apply  only  to  conditions,  with  respect  to 
which  the  Statute  expressly  enacts  "  that  assignees  shall  have  the  like 
advantages  against  the  lessees  by  entrj'  for  non-payment  of  rent,  or  for 
doing  of  waste  or  other  forfeiture,  as  the  lessors  would  have  had." 
Now  if  the  lessor  assigned  the  reversion  of  part  of  the  premises  to 
another,  his  right  of  entry  would  be  gone,  for  in  Knight's  Case,  5 
Coke,  55  b,  it  was  expressly  held  that  the  severance  of  any  part  of  the 
reversion  destroyed  the  whole  condition  (which  was  entire,  and  the 
breach  of  which  gave  one  entire  right  of  entry  into  the  whole  premises 
on  non-payment  of  rent)  ;  that  being  so,  the  lessor  at  common  law 
would  have  no  right,  in  such  a  case,  to  vacate  the  lease  by  entry,  and 
consequently  his  assignee  would  not  have  that  right  under  the  Statute. 
But  that  does  not  apply  to  the  case  of  covenants,  for  there,  although 
the  lessor  has  granted  away  part  of  the  demised  premises,  still  at 
common  law  he  might  maintain  covenant  against  the  lessee  ;  and  there- 
fore it  seems  to  me  that  his  assignee  of  part  of  the  demised  premises 
is  entitled  under  the  Statute  to  maintain  that  action. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff? 

1  In  Shepherd's  Touchstone,  176,  the  following  is  stated,  among  the  covenants  of 
which  grantees  shall  take  advantage  by  the  Stat.  H.  8  :  "  As  where  a  lessee  for  life  or 
years  doth  covenant  with  his  heirs  to  keep  the  houses  demised  in  good  reparation,  or 
the  like,  and  after  the  lessor  doth  grant  away  the  reversion  of  all,  or  part  of  the  houses 
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COVENANT  by  the  assignee  of  the  lessor  against  the  lessee, 
declaration  stated  that  one  J.  Hance,  the  lessor,  before  the  time  ol 
making  the  lease,  was  lawfully  possessed  of  the  tenements  and 
for  the  residue  and  remainder  of  a  certain  term  of  vears,  whereof  seven 
years  were,  then  unexpired  ;  which  tenements  and  premises,  with  the 
appurtenances,  then  were  and  thence  hitherto  have  been  and  still  are 
situate  within  the  weekly  bills  of  mortality  mentioned  in  the  14  G.  3,  $—  "^^r~-L 
c.  78  ;  and  being  so  possessed  thereof,  he,  the  said  J.  Hance,  by  inden-  yV^-e^^ 
ture,  demised  and  leased  to  the  defendant  the  tenements  and  premises,  ,j 
•with  the  appurtenances,  habendum,  for  seven  j-ears,  at  a  certain  rent6 
therein  mentioned ;  covenant  by  the  defendant  that  he  should  and 
would  forthwith,  at  his  own  expense,  and  from  time  to  time  during  the 
term,  insure  in  some  of  the  public  offices  in  London  or  Westminster, 
for  the  purpose  of  insuring  houses  from  casualties  03-  fire,  the  messuage, 
dwelling-house,  coach-house,  stable,  and  premises  thereby  demised  or 
thereafter  to  be  erected  and  built  thereon,  to  the  amount  of  £800,  in  the 
joint  names  of  the  defendant,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
and  of  Robert  Stone,  the  ground  landlord  of  the  premises,  his  heirs  or 
assigns  ;  and  should  and  would,  at  the  request  of  Hance,  or  of  the 
ground  landlord,  their  heirs  or  assigns,  produce  the  policy  and  receipts 
for  such  insurance.  The  declaration  set  out  the  proviso  in  the  lease 
for  re-entr3~,  on  breach  of  an3r  of  the  covenants.  It  then  stated  the 
defendant's  entry  into  the  premises,  and  that,  after  the  making  of  the 
indenture,  the  term  was  assigned  03"  Hance  to  the  plaintiff.  The  breach 
assigned  was,  that  the  defendant  did  not  insure.  The  second  count 
stated,  that,  before  the  making  of  the  demise  to  the  defendant,  in  the 
first  count  mentioned,  and  also  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of 
the  demise  thereinafter  mentioned,  Robert  Stone  was  seised  in  fee  of 
and  in  the  said  demised  tenements,  and  by  a  certain  indenture  demised 
the  same  to  J.  Hance,  habendum,  for  85  3'ears  and  six  months.  And 
that  J.  Hance,  03*  that  indenture,  covenanted  to  insure  the  premises 
from  fire,  to  the  amount  of  three  fourths  of  the  value  thereof,  in  the 
joint  names  of  himself  and  Stone,  with  a  proviso  for  re-entry,  in  case 
of  non-performance  of  the  covenants.  It  then  stated,  that  three  fourths 
of  the  value  of  the  premises  amounted  to  £800,  and  that,  by  reason  of 

to  J.  S.,  in  this  case  J.  S.  shall  take  advantage  for  any  breach  of  the  covenant  in  his 
time,  but  not  for  any  breach  before  the  time  the  reversion  was  granted."  And  Pime's 
Case,  Mich.  8  Jac.,  is  cited. — EEP. 

See  Attoe  v.  Hemmings,  2  Bulst.  281  ;  Co.  Lit.  215  a. 
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the  said  demised  premises  remaining  uninsured,  Stone  brought  ai> 
action  of  ejectment  for  the  forfeiture,  and  the  plaintiff  was  forced  to 
pay  the  costs  to  him,  amounting  to  £500,  and  also  to  sustain  his  own 
costs,  amounting  to  £1000.  Breach,  that  the  defendant  had  not  kept 
the  covenant  made  by  him,  as  stated  in  the  first  count.  To  this  decla- 
ration, there  was  a  general  demurrer  and  joinder. 

Comyn,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

Chitty,  contra. 

ABBOTT,  C.  J.  It  is  not  necessaiy,  on  the  present  occasion,  to  give 
any  opinion  on  the  effect  of  a  covenant  to  insure  premises  situate  with- 
out the  limits  mentioned  in  the  14  Geo.  3,  c.  78.  These  premises  lying 
within  those  limits,  the  effect  of  that  Statute  is,  tojMjable  the  landlord, 
by  application  tO-the^governo^  nr  fHiwtnjsnf  thn  insurance  office,  to 
hare  the  sum  insured  laid  out  in  rebuilding  thepremises. Now  a^cove- 
nant  to  lay  out  a  given  sum  of  money  in  rebuilding  or  repairing  the 
premises,  in  case  of  damage  by  fire,  would  clearly  be  a  covenant  run- 
ning with  the  land,  that  is,  such  a  covenant  as  would  be  binding  on  the 
assignee  of  the  lessee,  and  which  the  assignee  of  the  lessor  might  en- 
force. Here  the  defendant  does  not  covenant  expressby  in  those  words, 
but  only  that  he  will  provide  the  means  of  having  £800  ready  to  be  laid 
out  in  rebuilding  the  premises  in  case  of  fire.  But,  connecting  that 
covenant  with  the  Act  of  Parliament,  the  landlord  has  a  right  to  say 
that  the  money  when  recovered,  shall  be  so  laid  out.  It  is,  therefore,  as 
compulsory  on  the  tenant  to  have  the  money  laid  out  in  rebuilding,  and 
as  beneficial  for  the  landlord  as  if  the  tenant  had  expressly  covenanted 
that  he  would  la}r  out  the  mone}-  he  received  in  respect  of  the  policy 
upon  the  premises.  For  these  reasons  I  think  that  this  is  a  covenant 
running  with  the  land,  for  the  breach  of  which  the  assignee  of  the 
lessor  may  sue ;  and,  consequently,  there  must  be  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff. 

BAYLEY,  J.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  assignee  of  the  rever- 
sion is  entitled  to  sue  upon  the  covenant  in  question.  The  rule  is,  that 
if  the  covenant  respect  the  thing  demised,  and  be  co-extensive  with  the 
estate  of  the  person  to  whom  it  is  made,  and  be  made  with  him  and  his 
assigns,  it  passes  to  his  assignee.  The  onby  question  in  this  case  is, 
Does  this  covenant  respect  the  thing  demised?  It  is  a  covenant  to 
insure  the  premises  against  damage  by  fire.  By  the  operation  of  the 
14  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  §  83,  the  effect  of  that  insurance  is  not  merely  to  put 
into  the  pocket  of  the  person  effecting  it,  in  case  of  loss,  the  amount  of 
the  money  insured,  but  to  entitle  the  owner  of  the  estate  to  have  that 
money  laid  out  on  the  land  ;  and  if  such  be  the  effect  of  the  covenant, 
it  does  affect  the  thing  demised,  as  much  as  a  covenant  to  repair  or 
rebuild,  in  case  of  damage  by  fire.  I  think,  therefore,  that  there  must 
be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

HOLROYD,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  the  covenant  to  insure 
to  the  amount  of  £800,  in  case  of  fire,  could  be  considered  as  a  cove- 
nant to  pa}-  a  collateral  sum  to  the  lessor,  the  present  action  could  not 
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be  supported  ;  but,  taking  that  covenant,  together  with  the  Stat.  14  G. 
3,  c.  78,  §  83,  I  think  that  the  sum  insured  is  not  to  be  considered  as 
a  collateral  sum,  but  as  a  sum  which,  by  operation  of  law,  must  be  laid 
out  upon  the  premises.  It  is,  therefore,  a  covenant  to  do  a  matter  which 
concerns  the  land,  and  falls  within  the  rule  laid  down  in  Spencer's  Case* 
and  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Wilmot  in  BaUy  v.  Wells  [3  Wils.  25].  He 
there  lays  it  down  thus :  "  Covenants  in  leases,  extending  to  a  thing 
in  esse,  parcel  of  the  demise,  run  with  the  land,  and  bind  the  assignee, 
though  .he  be  not  named,  as  to  repair,  &c.  And  if  they  relate  to 
a  thing  not  in  esse,  but  yet  the  thing  to  be  done  is  upon  the  land 
demised,  as  to  build  a  new  house  or  wall,  the  assignees,  if  named,  are 
bound  by  the  covenants  ;  but  if  they  in  no  manner  touch  or  concern  the 
thing  demised,  as  to  build  a  house  on  other  land,  or  to  pay  a  collateral 
sum  to  the  lessor,  the  assignee,  though  named,  is  not  bound  by  such 
covenants ;  or  if  the  lease  is  of  sheep  or  other  personal  goods,  the 
assignee,  though  named,  is  not  bound  by  any  covenant  concerning 
them.  The  reasons  wh}*  the  assignees,  though  named,  are  not  bound 
in  the  two  last  cases,  are  not  the  same.  In  the  first  case,  it  is  because 
the  thing  covenanted  to  be  done  has  not  the  least  reference  to  the  thing 
demised ;  it  is  a  substantive,  independent  agreement,  not  quodam 
modo,  but  nullo  modo,  annexed  or  appurtenant  to  the  thing  leased. 
In  the  case  of  the  mere  personalt}*,  the  covenant  doth  concern  and 
touch  the  thing  demised  ;  for  it  is  to  restore  it  or  the  value  at  the  end 
of  the  term ;  but  it  doth  not  bind  the  assignee,  because  there  is  no 
privity,  as  there  is  in  the  case  of  a  realty  between  the  lessor  and  lessee 
and  his  assigns,  in  respect  of  the  reversion ;  it  is  merely  collateral  in 
one  case :  in  the  other  it  is  not  collateral,  but  they  are  total  strangers 
to  one  another,  without  any  line  or  thread  to  unite  and  tie  them  to- 
gether, and  to  constitute  that  privity  which  must  subsist  between 
debtor  and  creditor  to  support  an  action."  And  in  page  346,  after 
citing  several  cases,  from  which  he  deduces  the  principle  laid  down,  he 
says:  "All  these  cases  clearly  prove  that  'inherent'  covenants,  and 
such  as  tend  to  the  support  and  maintenance  of  the  thing  demised, 
where  assigns  are  expressly  mentioned,  follow  the  reversion  and  the 
lease,  let  them  go  where  they  will."  In  the  present  covenant,  assigns  are 
expressly  included ;  and,  inasmuch  as  the  performance  of  the  covenant 
would,  in  the  event  of  the  premises  being  destroyed  or  injured  by  fire, 
tend  to  the  support  and  maintenance  of  the  thing  demised,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  it  falls  within  the  rule  laid  down  by  Lord  C.  J.  Wilmot, 
and,  consequently,  that  there  must  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

BEST,  J.  It  has  been  argued,  from  the  preamble  to  the  83d  section 
of  the  14  G.  3,  c.  78,  that  this  provision  of  the  Statute  only  applies  to 
cases  where  fraud  is  suspected.  But  the  enacting  part  of  the  clause 
goes  beyond  the  mischief  mentioned  in  the  preamble,  and  is  large 
enough  to  embrace  this  case.  For,  under  the  first  branch  of  it,  where 
the  owner  of  the  building  requests  the  insurance  company  so  to  apply 
the  monej*,  no  suspicion  of  fraud  is  necessary  to  make  such  request 
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compulsory  on  the  directors.  Within  the  district,  therefore,  to  which 
the  Building  Act  applies,  this  covenant  provides  a  fund  for  the  rebuild- 
ing of  the  premises,  which  the  owner  has  a  right  to  require  shall  be 
applied  to  that  purpose ;  and  then  it  is  clear,  that  the  assignee  has  a 
direct  interest  in  having  the  insurance  kept  up.  But  I  think,  also,  that 
if  the  premises  were  in  any  other  part  of  the  kingdom,  this  would  be  a 
covenant  that  would  pass  to  an  assignee.  A  covenant  in  a  lease  which 
the  covenautee  cannot,  after  his  assignment,  take  advantage  of,  and 
which  is  beneficial  to  the  assignee  as  such,  will  go  with  the  estate  as- 
signed. If  this  were  not  the  law,  the  tenant  would  hold  the  estate  dis- 
charged from  the  performance  of  one  of  the  conditions  on  which  it  was 
granted  to  him.  The  original  covenantee  could  not  avail  himself  of 
this  covenant ;  he  sustains  no  loss  by  the  destruction  of  the  buildings, 
and  therefore  has  no  interest  to  have  them  insured.  In  The  /Sadler's 
Company  v.  JBadcock,  2  Atkyns,  557,  Lord  Hardwicke  says  that  Lord 
Chancellor  King,  in  the  case  of  Lynch  \.  Dayrell,  held,  that  a  person 
who  had  assigned  his  interest  in  a  house  before  the  fire  happened  which 
consumed  it,  had  no  right  to  the  money  under  the  policy.  I  cannot 
saj'  whether  a  court  of  equity  would  take  an}1  steps  to  secure  the 
application  of  the  money  insured  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate.  I  pre- 
sume that  if  a  court  of  equity  would  assist  a  covenantee  to  have  the 
money,  recovered  under  the  policy  by  his  tenant,  expended  on  the 
estate,  it  would  render  the  same  assistance  to  an  assignee.  If  a  court 
of  equity  will  not  interfere,  either  for  the  one  or  the  other,  still  this 
covenant  is  as  beneficial  to  an  assignee  as  it  was  to  the  covenantee.  It 
secures  to  the  tenant  the  means  of  performing  his  covenant,  and  to  the 
landlord  a  solvent  instead  of  a  ruined  tenant.  It  is  a  covenant  bene- 
ficial to  the  owner  of  the  estate,  and  to  no  one  but  the  owner  of  the 
estate ;  and  therefore  may  be  said  to  be  beneficial  to  the  estate,  and  so 
directly  within  the  principle  on  which  covenants  are  made  to  run  with 
the  land.  'At  the  time  that  the  32  Hen.  8,  c.  34,  was  passed,  tin  im- 
mense quantity  of  land  passed  from  the  dissolved  monasteries  to  the 
King,  and  from  the  King  to  the  most  favored  and  powerful  of  his  sub- 
jects. Much  of  this  land  was  on  lease,  and  both  the  King  and  his  Par- 
liament must  have  been  anxious  that  the  assignees  of  the  reversion 
should  be  in  as  good  a  situation  as  the  lessors  were.  This  Statute 
expressly  enacts,  "that  grantees  of  estates  shall  have  and  enjoy  the 
like  advantages  against  lessees,  their  executors,  &c.,  by  entry  for  non- 
payment of  rent,  or  for  doing  of  waste  or  other  forfeiture,  and  the  same 
benefit  and  remedy  by  action  for  not  performing  of  other  conditions, 
covenants,  or  agreements,  as  the  lessors  or  grantors  themselves  might 
have  had."  Lord  Coke  (Co.  Lit.  215  b)  limits  the  operation  of  these 
general  words  to  "  such  conditions  as  are  incident  to*  the  reversion  as 
rent,  or  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate."  He  adds  that  the  Statute  does 
not  extend  to  ''covenants  for  payment  of  a  sum  in  gross,  delivery  of 
corn,  wood,  or  the  like."  A  sum  in  gross  is  in  the  nature  of  a  fine 
which  belongs  to  the  lessor,  and  can  never  be  intended  for  an  assignee. 
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By  the  deliveries  of  corn  and  wood  were  meant  deliveries  of  those  arti- 
cles at  the  mansion-house  of  the  lessor,  and  not  rents  payable  in  corn 
or  wood,  without  any  stipulation  as  to  the  place  where  the  articles  were 
to  be  delivered.  These  deliveries  at  the  mansion-house  were  inconsid- 
erable in  value,  and  would  be  of  no  use  to  the  assignee,  unless  he 
became  the  assignee  of  the  mansion  as  well  as  the  farm.  In  5  Coke, 
18,  it  is  said  "  that  the  32  H.  8  was  resolved  to  extend  to  covenants 
which  touch  or  concern  the  thing  demised,  and  not  to  collateral  cove- 
nants." In  /Spencer's  Case,  Moore,  159,  the  same  doctrine  is  laid 
down  in  the  same  terms,  and  this  case  is  put  b}-  Gawd}-,  J.,  and  as- 
sented to  by  all  the  judges  and  Serjeants,  "  that  a  covenant  that  a 
lessor  will,  at  the  end  of  the  term,  grant  another  lease,  runs  with  the 
land."  The  covenant  here  mentioned  is  not  beneficial  to  the  estate 
granted,  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  words,  because  it  has  no  effect  until 
that  estate  is  at  an  end,  but  it  is  beneficial  to  the  owner,  as  owner,  and 
to  no  other  person.  By  thf^  tprma,  c.nllctf.aral  finvc.nrtnts,  whu-h  do  got, 
pass  to  the  assignee,  are  meant  such  as  are  beneficial  to  the  lessor, 
without  r^trnrrTtQ  hie  prmfinmptr  t.^e  ovvner  of  the  estate.  This  princi- 
ple will  reconcite-att-4he-cases.  In  Webb^vT-  Russell,  3  Term  Rep. 
402,  Lord  Kenyon  considers  grantees  or  assignees  to  stand  in  the 
same  situation,  and  to  have  the  same  remedy  against  the  lessees,  as 
heirs  at  law  of  individuals,  or  successors  in  the  case  of  corporations, 
had  before  the  Statute.  For  these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff .*• 


d- 

VYVYAN  v.  ARTHUR. 

KING'S  BENCH.     1823. 

[Reported  \  B  &  C.  410.] 

COVENANT  by  the  devisee  of  the  lessor  against  the  administratrix  of  \J 
the  lessee.     The  declaration  stated  that  at  the  time  of  making  the 
lease   Thomas  Vyvyan  the  lessor  was  seised   in  fee  of  the  demised  /i  ,  ,  ' 

tenements  with  the  appurtenances,  and  also  of  a  certain  mill ;   and  v^? 
being  so  seised,  on  the  24th  June,   1779,  b}*  indenture  demised  to 
N.  D.  Arthur,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  a  close  of 
land  together  with  certain  common  of  pasture  in  the  indenture  de- 
scribed.  Habendum  for  ninety-nine  years,  if  three  persons  therein  raen-O-^x.  h 
tioned  should  so  long  live,  yielding  and  paying  to  the  lessor,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  cei'tain  rents,  sums  of  mone}1,  pa}'ments,  and  returns  ;  and 
also  doing  certain  suits  and  services  in  the  indenture  mentioned ;  and 
also  doing  suit  to  the  mill  of  the  said  Thomas,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 

1  See  Thomas  v.  Vonkap/,  6  G.  &  J.  372  ;  Masury  v.  SouthwortJi,  9  Ohio  St.  340. 


called  Tregamere  mill,  by  grinding  all  such  corn  there  as  should  grow 
if  /in  or  upon  the  close  thereby  demised  during  the  term.     The  declaration 

then  stated  the  entry  of  the  lessee,  and  that  the  lessor  being  seised  in 
V^VA^^-TV^  ^e  Qf  ^jje  reversion  of  the  demised  premises,  by  his  will  devised  the 
\Jlnm      same,  and  also  the  said  mill,  unto  three  persons  in  the  will  mentioned, 
"^  their  heirs  and  assigns,  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiff  for  his  life  ;  that  the 

*s\.       (fiT"  lessor  died  ;  and  that  by  force  of  the  Statute  made  for  transferring  uses 
into  possession,  the  plaintiff  became  seised   of  the  reversion  in  the 
demised  premises  and  of  the  mill  for  the  term  of  his  life  ;  that  the 
essee  died  intestate  durin     the  continuance  of  the  term  ;  and   that 


i.  />  administration  was  duly  granted  to  the  defendant  ;  and  that  one  of  the 

persons  for  whose  life  the  lease  was  granted  was  still  living.     Breach, 
j-^at  after  the  plaintiff  became  seised  of  the  reversion  of  the  demised 
premises  and  of  the  mill,  and  during  the  lifetime  of  the  lessee,  corn 
t/_/|      grew  upon  the  demised  premises  which  ought  to  have  been  ground  at 
"^          I       the  mill  ;  }-et  the  lessee  in  his  lifetime,  and  the  defendant  since  his 
0   vfi^vyvy  death,  did  not  do  suit  to  the  mill  of  the  plaintiff,  by  grinding  there  the 
,JL.  »A-C  'own  so  grown  upon  the  demised  premises,  but  wholly  neglected  so  to 
do.    To  this  declaration  there  was  a    eneral  demurrer. 


f 

\\: 


F.  Pollock,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

Gaselee,  contra. 

BAYLEY,  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  is  a  covenant  which  runs  with 
the  land,  so  as  to  entitle  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  to  maintain  this 
action,  which  is  brought  against  the  defendant,  not  as  assignee,  but  as 
personal  representative  of  the  lessee.  An  action  at  the  suit  of  the 
assignee  of  the  reversion  is  maintainable  in  some  cases  at  common  law  ; 

f*n  in  others,  under  the  Statute  of  the  32  Hen.  8.     I  rather  think  that  this 
^x^  (T\»     case  belongs  to  the  former  class.     The  lease  contains  a  reddendum, 
f  and   whatever   services  or  suits  are  thereby  reserved  partake  of  the 
character  of  rent.     Now,  one  of  the  services  to  be  rendered  to  the  les- 
or  in  this  case  is,  that  the  lessee  shall  grind  all  the  corn  grown  upon 
he  demised  premises  at  the  lessor's  mill.     It  is  true  that  rent  goes  with 
the  reversion  of  the  land  in  respect  of  which  it  is  reserved.     But  in  this 
,     f<  ^case,  a^  j.fle  tjme  of  granting  the  lease,  the  lessor  was  seised  in  fee  of 
.the  mill,  as  well  as  of  the  reversion  of  the  premises  devised  ;  and,  there- 
C          fore,  so  long  as  the  property  in  the  mill  and  the  reversion  of  the  demised 
.       premises  continued  to  be  in  the  same  person,  the  suit  to  the  mill  would 
"^ — "*      /  (iwPontinue  to  be  a  suit  due  to  the  owner  of  the  reversion  of  the  demised 
k-  premises,  and  would,  therefore,  in  that  respect,  be  in  the  nature  of  a 

4~Cv^    rent.     It  is  by  no  means  unusual  for  the  owner  of  a  mansion  and  estate 
~s^-^         to  stipulate  with  his  tenants  that  they  should  carry  coals  to  his  mansion, 
jl  and  perform  other  similar  services,  and  as  long  as  the  ownership  of  the 

-  |rv~^^«A^v<anansion  and  the  estate  continues  in  the  same  person,  those  services  are 
in  the  nature  of  rent,  to  be  rendered  to  the  reversioner  of  the  lands  de- 
'-~fi\'  >  v*     *   mised.     Now  here,  the  plaintiff  is  the  reversioner  of  the  thing  demised, 
and  also  owner  of  the  mill.     In  the  case  cited  from  the  42  Ed.  3,  the 
prior  and  his  successors  took  no  interest  in  the  land,  }-et  the  covenant 
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to  sing  in  the  chapel  was  held  to  run  with  the  land.  Here  the  cove- 
nantor is  tenant  of  land  to  the  covenantee,  and  the  suit  to  be  done  to 
the  mill  is  in  respect  of  the  land  demised.  It  is  not  necessary  for  us  to 
decide  what  the  case  would  be  if  the  ownership  of  the  land  demised  and 
the  mill  had  been  severed.  Here  the  lessor  continued  owner  of  the  re- 
version of  the  demised  premises  and  of  the  mill  from  the  time  of  grant- 
ing the  lease  till  the  time  of  his  death,  and  the  plaintiff,  as  his  devisee, 
then  became  entitled  to  both,  and  now  continues  so.  My  judgment  is 
founded  entirely  on  the  unity  of  title  to  the  reversion  of  the  land  demised 
and  to  the  mill. 

HOLROYD,  J.  The  case  cited  from  the  Year-books  of  the  42  Edw.  3, 
seems  to  me  to  govern  the  present,  and  is  much  stronger.  I  think  this 
is  a  covenant  running  with  the  land  at  common  law.  Here  the  close 
was  leased  to  the  lessee,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
yielding  the  rents,  and  doing  the  suits  and  services  therein  mentioned. 
The  suits  and  services  are  to  be  rendered  by  the  lessee,  his  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  to  whom  the  lands  are  leased  ;  and  this  suit 
is  to  be  rendered  to  the  mill  of  the  lessor,  his  heirs  and  assigns  ;  so  that 
it  appears  to  have  been  the  intention  that  the  assignees  of  the  lessor 
and  lessee  should  be  bound,  for  they  are  expressly  named,  and  that 
suit  should  be  done  to  the  mill  as  long  as  it  continued  to  be  the  property 
of  the  lessor,  his  heirs  or  assigns.  It  has  been  said  that  the  thing  to 
be  done  does  not  affect  the  land.  But  it  affects  the  profits  of  the  land, 
and ,  generally  speaking,  they  are  considered  the  same  thing  as  the  land 
itself;  for  if  the  lessee  in  this  case  had  had  a  mill  of  his  own,  he  would 
still  have  been  bound  to  grind  the  corn  grown  upon  the  demised  prem- 
ises at  the  lessor's  mill,  and  the  price  paid  for  the  grinding  of  such  corn 
would  be  in  the  nature  of  a  varj'ing  rent  to  the  lessor,  and  a  deduction 
from  the  profits  of  the  lessee.  But  it  is  said  that  as  the  thing  required 
to  be  done  by  the  covenant  is  not  to  be  done  upon  the  land  demised, 
but  upon  other  land  which  might  or  might  not  continue  to  be  the  land 
of  the  lessor,  it  does  not,  therefore,  respect  the  land  demised,  and,  con- 
sequenth',  that  the  assignee  cannot  take  advantage  of  the  covenant.  I 
am  of  opinion,  however,  that  inasmuch  as  the  thing  to  be  done  is  to  be 
done  at  a  mill  which  belonged  to  the  lessor  at  the  time  of  making  the 
lease,  and  which  has  always  continued  to  belong  to  the  owner  of  the 
reversion  of  the  land  demised,  that  the  covenant  to  be  implied  from 
the  reddendum  is  in  the  nature  of  a  covenant  to  render  a  rent,  and, 
consequent!}",  that  it  is  a  covenant  that  runs  with  the  land.  It  is  said 
that  it  is  not  in  the  nature  of  a  rent,  because  it  will  not  follow  the  rever- 
sion, for  if  the  propert}"  in  the  mill  and  the  Reversion  of  the  demised 
premises  became  severed,  the  service  must  be  rendered  to  the  owner  of 
the  mill,  and  not  to  the  owner  of  the  reversion  of  the  demised  premises. 
As  long,  however,  as  the  mill  and  the  reversion  of  the  demised  premises 
belong  to  the  same  person,  the  suit  to  the  mill  is  a  service  to  be  ren- 
dered to  the  reversioner  of  the  demised  premises ;  and  so  long,  there- 
fore, it  would  follow  the  reversion,  and  in  that  -respect  partake  of  the 
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nature  of  rent.  Now  here,  at  the  time  of  granting  the  lease,  the  lessor 
was  seised  in  fee  of  the  land  demised,  and  of  the  mill,  and  continued  so 
seised  of  the  latter,  and  of  the  reversion  in  the  former,  until  his  death, 
when  his  interest  in  both  vested  in  the  plaintiff  as  devisee.  From  the 
time  of  granting  the  lease  to  the  present  time,  the  grinding  of  the  corn 
at  the  mill  was  in  the  nature  of  a  rent  to  the  reversioner,  issuing  out  of 
and  rendered  in  respect  of  the  demised  premises.  For  these  reasons  it 
appears  to  me  that  the  assignee  ma}',  under  the  circumstances,  take 
advantage  of  the  covenant,  and,  consequently,  that  the  plaintiff  is  enti- 
tled to  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

BEST,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Here,  the  reversion  of  the  land 
demised,  and  the  property  in  the  mill,  belonged  to  the  lessor  during  his 
life,  and  at  his  death  passed  to  his  devisee,  and  thej'  now  continue 
united  in  him.  At  all  times,  therefore,  the  grinding  of  the  corn  at  the 
mill  in  question  was  in  the  nature  of  a  rent-service  to  the  owner  of  the 
reversion  of  the  demised  premises.  The  general  principle  is,  that  if 
the  performance  of  the  covenant  be  beneficial  to  the  reversioner  in  re- 
spect of  the  lessor's  demand,  and  to  no  other  person,  his  assignee  may 
sue  upon  it ;  but  if  it  be  beneficial  to  the  lessor,  without  regard  to  his 
continuing  owner  of  the  estate,  it  is  a  mere  collateral  covenant,  upon 
which  the  assignee  cannot  sue.  I  think  that  the  performance  of  the 
covenant  in  this  case,  in  the  events  that  have  occurred,  would  always 
have  been  beneficial  to  the  owner  of  the  reversion  of  the  demised  prem- 
ises, and  to  no  other  person,  and,  therefore,  that  it  is  a  covenant  which 
runs  with  the  land. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff . 


v*vv  -^v^ 
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MINSHULL   v.  OAKES. 
EXCHEQUER.     1858. 
[Reported  2  ff.  <fc  N.  793.] 

POLLOCK,  C.  B.1  Two  entirely  distinct  questions  arose  in  this  case. 
The  declaration  was  on  a  demise  to  the  lessee,  his  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  in  consideration  of  the  rents  and  covenants  on  the 
part  and  behalf  of  the  lessee  and  his  assigns  to  be  paid,  done,  and 
performed,  of  a  messuage  and  lands,  with  liberty  to  the  lessee,  his 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  to  make  any  erections  or  build- 
ings. The  lessee  covenanted  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and 
administrators  (not  saying  assigns),  that  he,  his  heirs,  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, or  assigns,  would  pay  rent ;  and  that  he,  his  executors  or 
administrators,  would  repair  the  messuage  and  farm,  outhouses,  barns, 
stable,  and  all  other  erections  and  buildings  which  should  or  might  be 


The  opinion  only  is  given. 
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thereafter  erected,  and  all  the  gates,  &c.,  and  the  same  being  so  re- 
paired, he,  the  lessee,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  at 
the  end  of  the  term  would  yield  up.  There  was  a  breach  alleged,  in 
non-repair  and  not  yielding  up  in  repair.  The  third  plea  was  pleaded 
to  a  part  of  this,  viz.,  to  so  much  as  complained  in  respect  of  a  water 
corn  mill,  cottages,  and  other  buildings  erected  and  built  during  the 
term,  and  showed  that  they  were  buildings  erected  during  the  term, 
and  not  erected  in  place  of  others  previously  existing.  It  was  con- 
tended that  this  plea  was  good  on  the  authority  of  the  first  resolution 
in  Spencer's  Case,  the  lessee  not  having  covenanted  for  his  assigns. 

The  state  of  the  authorities  in  question  seems  as  follows :  The 
proposition,  that  a  covenant  which  would  run  with  the  land  if  the 
assignee  were  named,  does  not  where  he  is  not  named  and  the  thing 
was  not  in  esse  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  covenant,  is  laid  down 
in  Spencer's  Case,  5  Rep.  16  a.  The  same  is  to  be  found  in  Comyns' 
Digest,  Covt.  (C.)  3,  citing  Spencer's  Case  and  Jones,  223,  which 
however  does  not  support  the  doctrine.  It  is  not  found  in  Rolle.  It  is 
in  Viner's  Abridgment,  "  Covenant "  (L.),  where  however  Moor.  159, 
is  cited  as  establishing  the  same,  when  in  truth  it  established  the  con- 
trar}-.  It  is  negatively  sanctioned  by  the  silence  of  the  author  and 
editors  of  Smith's  Leading  Cases,  and  it  is  cited  in  Doughty  v.  Bow- 
man, 11  Q.  B.  444,  where  however,  with  submission,  it  was  inapplicable. 
There  the  question  was  if  an  assignee  of  the  reversion  was  bound, 
which  depends  on  different  considerations.  1  Wms.  Saunders,  241  d. 
In  Shepherd's  Touchstone,  180,  it  is  thus  put:  "  If  the  lessee  covenant 
for  himself,  or  for  himself,  his  executors,  or  administrators  only,  to 
build  a  new  house  upon  the  land,  the  assignee  is  not  bound ;  "  the 
editor  adds-,  because  he  is  not  named.  In  page  179,  Spencer's  Case  is 
cited,  but  the  case  put  is  of  a  new  house.  A  similar  remark  applies  to 
Cockson  v.  Cock,  Cro.  Jac.  125,  where  a  covenant  to  build  de  novo  is 
called  collateral.  But  it  may  not  be  unreasonably  said  that  to  build  a 
new  house  does  not  ''extend  to  the  support  of  the  thing  demised." 
Indeed  Lord  Coke  thought  it  waste.  Co.  Lit.  53  a.  On  the  other 
hand,  Moor.  p.  159,  pi.  300  (which  is  evidently  Spencer's  Case,  though 
the  date  is  later),  gives  the  decision  the  other  way.  The  explanation 
may  be  that  Lord  Coke  is  reporting  a  variety  of  arguments  and  opin- 
ions expressed,  while  Moore  gives  the  ultimate  decision.  Smith  v. 
Arnold,  3  Salk.  4,  is  directly  contrary;  and  in  Sally  v.  Wells,  3  Wils. 
25,  the  contrary  is  stated.  No  reason  is  given  for  the  alleged  differ- 
ence between  where  the  assignee  is  and  is  not  named ;  on  the  contrar}*, 
the  reason  given  for  binding  in  any  case  an  assignee  not  named,  viz., 
that  he  takes  the  benefit  and  burden,  seems  equally  to  apply  to  every 
such  case. 

No  doubt,  as  Mr.  Atherton  said,  if  the  law  were  clearl}*  laid  down 
without  contradiction  (as  he  contends  it  is),  it  ought  to  be  abided  by, 
though  no  reason  could  be  given  for  it.  It  would  not  be  enough  to 
justify  a  departure  from  it,  that  it  was  without  a  known  reason ;  it 
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ought  to  be  followed,  at  least  unless  contrar}1  and  repugnant  to  other 
rules  and  principles.  But  in  deciding  which  of  two  conflicting  sets  of 
authorities  is  correct,  it  is  not  irrelevant  to  look  at  the  reason  of  the 
thing.  No  doubt  the  resolution  in  Spencer's  Case  has  been  repeatedly 
cited,  or  the  same  thing  said  as  is  said  there ;  but  that  resolution  is  the 
foundation  of  the  opinion  ;  it  never  appears  to  have  been  acted  on  ;  on 
the  contrary,  Moor.  159,  and  Smith  v.  Arnold  are  decisions  the  other 
way.  In  the  present  case  we  think  it  sufficient  to  say,  that  as  the 
covenant  is  not  a  covenant  absolute!}-  to  do  a  new  thing,  but  to  do 
something  conditionally,  viz.,  if  there  are  new  buildings,  to  repair 
them  ;  as  when  built  they  will  be  part  of  the  thing  demised,  and  conse- 
quently the  covenant  extends  to  its  support,  and  as  the  covenant  clearly 
binds  the  assignee  to  repair  things  in  esse  at  the  time  of  the  lease,  so 
does  it  also  those  in  posse,  and  consequently  the  assignee  is  bound. 
There  is  only  one  covenant  to  repair ;  if  the  assignee  is  included  as  to 
part,  why  not  as  to  all?  On  these  grounds  we  think  the  third  plea 
bad.1  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

Welsby,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Atherton  (Field  with  him)  for  the  defendant2 


WILLIAMS  v.  EARLE. 
QUEEN'S  BENCH.     1868. 
[Reported  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  739.] 

BLACKBURN,  J.8     This  is  an  action  bythe  les_sor__a  gainst  the   as- 
for  breach  of  covenants  in  the  lease,  and  the  rule 


has  been  well  established  ever  since  Spencer's  Case,  5  Rep.  16  a  ;  1  Sm. 
L.  C.  (6th  ed.)  45,  that,  when  covenants  are  contained  in  a  lease  (at 
all  events  if,  as  in  the  present  case,  the  covenants  are  on  behalf  of  the 
lessee  and  his  assigns),  and  the  covenants  touch  or  concern  the  land, 
although  the  original  covenants  are  made  by  the  original  lessee  with  the 
lessor,  yet  they  run  with  the  land,  and  there  being  privity  of  estate  be- 
tween the  assignee  and  the  lessor,  the  lessor  may  sue  the  assignee  for 
breach  of  any  of  them.  But  this  is  only  in  the  case  of  a  covenant 
which  "touches  or  concerns"  the  land. 

Now  the  first  and  chief  point  to  be  determined  here  is,  there  being  a 
covenant  in  the  original  lease  by  which  the  lessees,  on  behalf  of  them- 
selves and  their  assigns,  covenajit  with  tho  loonor  tint  neither  thoy  not 
fhpir  qftcio-na  wiii  ogpi'gr.  ti|ir  lonifir  TritihnuL^he  license  of  the  mortgagor 
and  mortgagee,  and  the^  defendant  the  assignee  having  assigned  without 

1  The  rest  of  the  opinion,  relating  to  another  point,  is  omitted. 

2  See  1  Sm.  L.  C.  (9th  ed.)  81-84. 
8  The  opinion  only  is  given. 
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their  license,  whether  that  is  a  covenant  which  touches  or  concerns  the 
land,  and  therefore  runs  with  it  and  binds  the  defendant. 

I  have  been  unable  to  perceive,  after  listening  attentively_to  the  argu- 
ment of  t.hgjynnspl  foFltie_jlet|n_dant,  any  reason  wiry  thisT  covenant 
should  not  be  considered  a  covenant  touching  and  concerning  the  land. 
It  is  an  express  covenant  as  to  who  shall  have  and  occupy  the  lancl, 
and  it  is  inserted  with  a  view  that  the  landlord  shall  not  be  deprived  of 
a  voice  as  to  who  shall  be  substituted  for  the  original  lessee  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  landlord's  premises.  It  is  certainly  very  material  as 
touching  the  interest  of  the  landlord  and  tenant,  and  touches  and  con- 
cerns the  thing  demised  quite  as  directly  as  the  many  covenants  that 
have  been  held  to  do  so,  —  such  as  a  coy^n^,ntJojeiiej3L-a_lea^e,  which 
has  been  held  to  run  with  the  land  in  more  than  one  case  cited  in  the 
judgment  of  the  court  in  JKoe  v.  Hoyley,  12  East,  at  p.  469  ;  or  a  cove- 
nant to  reside_ui_Jjift  dftrnjscd  premises^  which  was  held  in  Tatem  v. 
Chaplin,  2  H.  Bl.  133,  to  bind  the  assignee  though  not  named.  Again, 
in  Sally  v.  Wells,  3  Wils.  25,  33,  a  covenant  not  to  let  an}'  of  the  farm- 
ers take  the  tithes  demised  without  the  consent  of  the  lessor  was  held 
to  run  with  the  tithes  and  bind  the  assignee,  assigns  being  mentioned 
in  the  covenant.  And  the  expression  made  use  of  by  the  court  at  the 
end  of  the  judgment,  which  Mr.  Jones  relied  upon  as  showing  that  a 
covenant  to  assign  without  a  license  could  not  run  with  the  land,  seems 
to  have  no  such  meaning,  but  the  contrary.  The  expression  is,  "a 
covenant  not  to  assign  generally  must  be  personal  and  collateral,  and 
can  only  bind  the  lessor  himself,  there  never  can  be  an  assignee  ;  "  but 
the  court  adds,  "  whereas  the  present  lease  grants  to  executors,  admin- 
istrators, and  assigns  ; "  and  what  they  seem  to  have  meant  is,  that 
when  the  lessee  covenants,  not  that  he  will  not  assign  without  license, 
but  that  he  will  not  assign  at  all,  then  the  covenant  of  course  does  not 
run  with  the  land,  because  the  covenant  is  gone  whether  the  assignment 
be  with  a  license  or  without.  But  when  there  is  a  covenant  that  the 
lessee  and  his  assigns  will  not  assign  without  license,  it  is  different,  and 
the  covenant  may  run  with  the  land  toties  quoties.  It  seems  to  me, 
therefore,  both  upon  principle  and  authority,  that  the  present  covenant 
not  to  assign  without  license  from  the  landlord  from  time  to  time,  does 
run  with  the  land,  and  consequently  the  defendant,  the  assignee,  is 
liable  for  the  breach. 

But  though  there  is  a  covenant  binding  on  the  defendant  not  to  as- 
sign, the  assignment  is  nevertheless  operative,  and  the  estate  passed 
from  the  defendant  to  Banks,  and  the  breaches  of  covenant  which  have 
occurred  since  are  not  breaches  for  which  the  defendant  can  be  liable 
in  the  present  form  of  action ;  anything  done  by  the  defendant  on  the 
premises  since  then  he  may  be  liable  for  in  an  action  on  the  case ;  but 
the  remedy  on  the  covenants  must  be  against  the  new  tenant  Banks. 
But  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  indirectly  in  the  present  action 
by  way  of  dnmn.crps  for  the  breach  of  the  covenant  not  to  assign  ;.  for 
inasmuch  as",  if  the  covenant  not  to  assign  had  not  been  broken,  the 
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assignee  would  have  remained  liable  to  the  plaintiff  to  fulfil  all  these 
covenants,  the  breaches  of  which  are  mentioned  in  the  first  count,  and 
there  would  have  been,  if  he  remained  solvent,  a  complete  and  sufficient 
remedy  In  his  liability*,  the  defendant  having  assigned  over  to  a  person, 
who  no  doubt  is  selected  because  he  has  nothing  to  lose  and  so  loses 
nothing  by  incurring  the  liability  under  the  covenants,  there  has  been 
damage  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant's  breach  of  cove- 
nant not  to  assign,  by  reason  of  the  plaintiff  only  having  the  liability  of 
this  inferior  person,  instead  of  the  liability  of  the  defendant,  for  the 
breaches  of  the  other  covenants ;  and  the  arbitrator,  in  assessing  the 
damages  on  the  second  count,  must  put  the  plaintiff,  as  far  as  possible, 
in  the  same  position,  so  far  as  money  will  do  it,  as  if  the  covenant  had 
not  been  broken.  The  arbitrator  will  take  into  consideration  how  much 
the  worse  the  plaintiff  will  be  both  in  respect  of  breaches  of  covenant 
already  incurred,  as  well  as  in  respect  of  breaches  which  may  in  future 
be  incurred.  The  arbitrator  must  see  what  sum  of  money  will  put  the 
plaintiff  in  the  same  position  as  he  would  have  been  in  if  the  covenant 
not  to  assign  the  lease  had  not  been  broken,  and  the  plaintiff  had  re- 
tained the  liability  of  the  defendant  instead  of  an  inferior  liability.  I 
agree  with  Mr.  Jones  that  this  will  be  a  matter  of  some  difficult}',  and 
the  parties  would  do  well  to  agree  that  the  lease  shall  be  surrendered 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  then  the  measure  of  damages  will  be  b}"  how  much 
worse  off  the  plaintiff  is  than  he  would  have  been  had  the  defendant  con- 
tinued bound  as  lessee  all  the  time,  as  he  would  have  been  had  he  not 
broken  his  covenant  not  to  assign. 

There  are  some  further  questions  for  our  consideration,  which  will  be 
material  for  the  arbitrator's  guidance  in  assessing  the  damages,  both  on 
the  first  and  second  counts.  In  this  form  of  action  the  defendant  is 
only  liable  for  a  breach  of  covenant ;  and,  as  has  been  already  stated, 
a  covenant  to  run  with  the  land  must  touch  and  concern  the  land  ;  and 
it  appears  from  the  lease  that  there  were  demised,  not  only  fixtures,  but 
movable  things,  which  are  mentioned  in  the  schedule,  —  tools,  utensils, 
and  other  things.  And  there  is  a  covenant  that  the  fixtures  and  other 
things  should  be  kept  in  order  and  restored  when  worn  out,  and  when 
restored  kept  in  the  same  good  working  order.  So  far  as  that  covenant 
relates  to  an}'thing  fixed  to  the  land,  the  covenant  runs  with  the  land, 
and  for  any  breach  committed  during  the  defendant's  time  he  will  be 
liable  on  the  first  count ;  and  any  breach  which  may  have  been  commit- 
ted during  Banks's  time,  after  the  assignment  from  the  defendant,  will 
be  matter  to  be  taken  into  account  in  assessing  the  damages  against  the 
defendant  on  the  second  count.  But  as  to  the  movable  things,  the 
covenant  does  not  run  with  the  land,  as  the  mode  in  which  they  were 
dealt  with  could  not  have  affected  the  land,  and  for  anything  connected 
with  them  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  in  the  present  form  of  action. 
For  instance,  a  boiler,  fixed  to  the  land,  though  the  tenant  might  be 
able  to  remove  it  at  the  end  of  the  term,  yet  the  keeping  it  there  during 
the  term  would  relate  to  the  occupation  and  enjoyment  of  the  land,  and 
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the  covenant  for  keeping  it  there  would  run  with  the  land.  But  cove- 
nants as  to  mere  chattels  cannot  run  with  the  land,  and,  as  to  such 
things,  if  the  parties  cannot  wisely  agree  to  refer  all  matters  to  the 
arbitrator,  the  mortgagor,  who  is  the  real  plaintiff,  will  take  advice  as 
to  bringing  another  action. 

LUSH,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  have  nothing  to  add  to 
what  my  Brother  Blackburn  has  said. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  '-1 

Holker,  for  the  plaintiff. 

T.  Jbnes^Q.  C.  (with  him  Herschell),  for  the  defendant. 


THOMAS  „.   HAYWARD. 
EXCHEQUER.     1869. 


,,      a 

[Reported  L.  R.  4  Ex.  311.] 


DECLARATION  by 

covenant  in  the  lease,  by  which,  the  lessee  having  covenanted  for  him- 
self, his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  during  the  continuance 
of  the  term  to  use  and  continue  the  demised  house  for  the  sale 
the  defendant,  for  himself,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assig/s, 
covenanted  "  not  to  build,  erect,  or  keep,  or  be  interested  or  concerned 
in  building,  erecting,  or  keeping,  any  house  for  the  sale  of  spirits  or 
beer  within  the  distance  of  half  a  mile  from  the  premises  thereby 
demised,  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  term." 

Demurrer  and  joinder. 

Brown,  Q.  C.,  for  the  defendant,  supported  the  demurrer. 

Ryalls,  for  the  plaintiff,  supported  the  declaration. 

BRAMWELL,  B.  The  covenant  does  not  touch  or  concert  the  thing 
demised.  It  touches  the  beneficial  occupation  of  the  thing^  but  not  the 
thing  itself;  and  this  becomes  manifest  when  it  is  considered  that,  sup- 
posing the  lessee's  covenant  to  carry  on  the  sale  of  spirits/on  the 
ises  to  be  discharged  by  agreement  between  the  lessor  And  lessee,  or 
that  without  such  discharge,  the  lessee,  in  fact,  discontinued  the  busi- 
ness, the  defendant's  covenant  would  obviously  in  no  way  concern  the 
land.  This  shows  that  the  covenant  relates  only  to  ttye  mode  of  occu- 
pying the  land,  not  to  the  land  itself.  It  does  not,  therefore,  run  witty 
the  land  so  as  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  sue  upon  it.  / 

CHANNELL,  B.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     A /covenant  runs  with 
the  land  only  when  it  touches,  that  is,  when  its  operation  directly,  and  ^ 
not  merely  collateral!}',  affects  the  thing  demised.     It  cannot  be  said 
that  this  covenant  does  so. 

CLEASBY,  B.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion/    It  has  been  argued  that 


i  See  West  v.  Dobb,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  634  ;  1  Sm.  L.  C.  (9th  ed.)  84. 
VOL.  n.  —  28 
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this  covenant  falls  within  the  second  resolution  in  Spencer's  Case,  5 
Co.  16 ;  1  Sm.  L.  C.  45,  6th  ed. ;  but  the  covenant  there  referred  to, 
is  described  as  relating  to  something  "  to  be  done  upon  some  part  of 
the  thing  demised,"  such  as  a  new  wall  to  be  built  thereon,  which  when 
built  will  form  part  of  it,  or  to  some  matter  otherwise  distinctly  and 
directly  connected  with  it,  such  as  rent  issuing  out  of  it.  But  the  pres- 
ent covenant  is  rather  within  the  latter  part  of  the  same  resolution, 
where  instances  are  given  of  covenants  which  do  not  run,  as  "  to  build 
a  house  upon  the  laud  of  the  lessor  which  is  no  parcel  of  the  demise." 
This  covenant  concerns,  not  the  condition  of  the  land  itself,  but  only 
the  value  of  trade  carried  on  there,  and  is  in  that  sense  collateral  to  the 
land.  Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


V^JU     H      v^JUw  THOMPSON  ".   EOSE. 

7      LJ?,     NEW  YORK  SUPREME  COURT.     1828. 

cA^^rV  ' 

_j<j  —  -*VVv'  [Reported  8  Cowen,  266.] 

COVENANT  ;  tried  at  the  Dutchess  Circuit,  December  6th,  1826,  before 
Belts,  late  C.  Judge. 
.  k~v£^      The  declaration  was  upon  a  lease  under  seal,  dated  August  19th, 
v~  i  1812,  by  which  the  defendant  demised  a  farm  to  the  plaintiff  for  the 

V/-  t--^       '  term  of  ten  years  from  the  1st  of  May,  1813,  at  a  rent  of  twenty  dollars  ; 


.  and  he  covenanted  to  pay  the  plaintiff,  at  the  expiration  of  the  term, 

^tr~  for  such  buildings  as  he  might  erect  during  the  term  for  the  accommo- 
dation and  pursuit  of  his  business,  the  value  to  be  fixed  by  men  to  be 
chosen  by  the  parties,  who  mutually  bound  themselves  to  performance 
in  the  penalty  of  five  hundred  dollars.  The  declaration  averred  the 
erection,  during  the  term,  of  a  dwelling  house,  blacksmith  shop,  shed 
and  necessary,  for  the  value  of  which  this  action  was  brought.  The 
defendant  pleaded  an  arbitrament  and  award  between  him  and  the 
plaintiff  after  the  end  of  the  term,  and  also  a  release  from  the  plaintiff; 
who  replied,  that  after  the  buildings  were  erected,  and  before  the  award 
or  release,  he  assigned  the  lease  and  covenant  of  the  defendant,  of 
which  he  had  notice,  to  Richard  Harcourt,  who  assigned  to  Benjamin 
Harcourt,  for  whose  benefit  this  suit  was  brought  ;  on  which  issue  was 
joined. 

The  main  question  at  the  trial  was,  whether  the  assignments  passed 
the  covenant  of  the  defendant.  The  assignment  to  Richard  Harcourt 
was  dated  in  April,  1815,  by  which  the  plaintiff  sold  and  conveyed  to 
Richard  Harcourt  all  the  plaintiffs  right,  title,  interest,  claim  and 
demand,  both  in  law  and  equity,  and  as  well  in  possession  as  in  expec- 
tancy, of,  in  and  to  all  that  certain  house  and  lot  or  piece  of  land,  &c. 
(the  demised  premises),  with  all  and  singular  the  hereditaments  and 
appurtenances  thereunto  belonging,  or  in  any  wise  appertaining.  The 
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plaintiff  also  covenanted  to  consult  R.  Harcourt  as  to  the  men  who  were 
to  value  the  improvements,  and  not  to  choose  without  his  approbation. 
The  assignment  from  Richard  to  Benjamin  Harcourt,  in  1818,  was  sub- 
stantially like  that  from  the  plaintiff,  except  in  wanting  the  clause 
relative  to  the  choice  of  arbitrators. 

The  defendant  having  proved  the  arbitration  and  release  subsequent 
to  these  assignments,  and  notice  of  them,  objected  that  the  covenant 
did  not  pass  by  the  assignments  ;  but  the  objection  was  overruled. 

The  defendant  then  attempted  to  prove  a  surrender  of  the  lease  by 
R.  Harcourt,  but  failed ;  and  Harcourt  was  received  as  a  witness  for 
the  plaintiff. 

Verdict,  for  the  plaintiff,  seven  hundred  and  nine  dollars. 

S.  Stevens,  for  the  defendant.     S.  Cleveland,  contra. 

Curia,  per  SUTHERLAND,  J.  The  issues  joined  between  the  parties 
were,  first,  whether  Benjamin  Harcourt  was  the  owner  of  the  lease,  and 
was  entitled,  by  virtue  of  the  assignment  to  him,  to  receive  compensa- 
tion for  the  buildings  and  improvements  erected  and  made  upon  the 
demised  premises,  &c.  2.  Whether  the  defendant  had  notice  of  the 
assignment  of  the  lease  to  Richard  Harcourt  before  the  release  from 
Thompson. 

Upon  the*  first  point,  it  is  clear  that  all  the  interest  of  Thompson  in 
the  leased  premises,  not  only  his  right  to  the  unexpired  term,  but  also 
to  compensation  for  the  improvements,  passed  by  his  assignment  to 
Richard  Harcourt.  The  assignment  contains  a  special  provision  upon 
this  point,  and  also  a  covenant  that  Thompson,  the  assignor,  will  con- 
sult Harcourt  in  the  selection  of  the  individual,  to  be  named  by  him, 
according  to  the  provisions  of  the  lease,  to  ascertain  the  value  of  those 
improvements. 

It  is  equally  clear  that  all  the  interest  which  Richard  Harcourt  thus 
acquired  in  the  demised  premises,  and  the  improvements  thereon, 
passed  by  his  assignment  to  Benjamin  Harcourt,  for  whose  benefit  this 
action  is  brought. 

The  terms  in  which  the  subject  or  interest  intended  to  be  assigned, 
is  described,  are,  "all  the  right,  title,  interest,  claim  and  demand, 
both  in  law  and  equity,  and  as  well  in  possession  as  in  expectancy,  of 
the  said  party  of  the  first  part,  of,  in  and  to  all  that  certain  house  and 
lot  or  piece  of  land,  situate,  <&c.,  with  all  and  singular  the  heredita- 
ments and  appurtenances  thereunto  belonging,  or  in  any  wise  apper- 
taining." The  improvements  or  buildings  for  which  compensation  was 
sought  by  this  action  under  the  covenant  in  the  lease,  were  the  dwelling 
house,  shed  and  blacksmith  shop,  which  had  been  erected  by  Thomp- 
son. Now  all  the  assignor's  interest  in  the  house,  not  only  present, 
but  in  expectancy,  is  expressly  assigned,  and  his  interest  in  the  other 
buildings  passed,  because  they  were  appurtenant  and  belonged  to  the 
house  and  lot. 

The  judge,  therefore,  ruled  correctl}*,  that  the  assignments  sufficiently 
supported  the  first  issue  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff. 


436  THOMPSON  V.   ROSE. 

Notice  to  the  defendant  of  the  assignments  of  the  lease  to  Richard 
and  Benjamin  Harcourt,  before  the  release  from  Thompson  was  given, 
was  clearly  proved. 

The  action  was  properly  brought  in  the  name  of  Thompson,  the 
original  lessee.  The  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  pay  for 
the  buildings  to  be  erected,  &c.,  is  with  Thompson  only,  and  not  with 
his  assigns.  The  subject  of  the  covenant  was  not  in  esse  at  the  date  of 
the  lease.  It  was  to  pay  for  buildings  to  be  erected,  not  to  repair 
existing  houses,  sheds,  &c.  Such  a  covenant  to  repair,  extends  to  the 
support  of  the  thing  demised,  and  is,  quodammodo,  annexed  and 
appurtenant  to  it,  and  shall  bind  the  assignee,  though  he  be  not  named. 
But  when  the  covenant  relates  to  a  thing  which  is  not  in  being  at  the 
time  of  the  demise,  it  cannot  be  appurtenant  to  the  thing  which  hath 
no  being.  Spencer's  Case,  5  Co.  17.  Of  course,  it  does  not  run  with 
the  land.  Suppose  the  lease  had  contained  a  covenant  on  the  part  of 
Thompson  to  erect  the  buildings,  as  well  as  a  covenant  on  the  part  of 
the  lessor  to  pa}-  for  such  buildings  as  should  be  eretted.  /Spencer's 
Case  decides,  beyond  all  doubt,  that  the  assignees  of  Thompson,  not 
being  named  in  the  covenant,  would  not  have  been  bound  by  it ;  and  if 
a  covenant  to  build  does  not  run  with  the  land,  and  bind  the  assignees, 
where  they  are  not  named,  it  would  seem  to  follow  that  a  covenant  on 
the  part  of  the  lessor  to  pa}'  for  buildings  to  be  erected,  is  a  personal 
covenant  only,  and  not  one  which  runs  with  the  land.  If  so,  the  action 
for  a  breach  of  it  must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  original  cove- 
nantee.  There  is  no  privity,  either  of  estate  or  contract,  between  the 
covenantor  and  the  assignee. 

This  doctrine  is  recognized  and  supported  by  the  case  of  Lametti 
and  Others,  Executors,  &c.  v.  Anderson,  6  Cowen,  302.  The  action 
in  that  case  was  sustained  in  the  name  of  the  executors  of  the  assignee. 
But  the  assignees  were  expressly  named  in  the  covenant. 

The  plaintiffs  damages  were  not  limited  to  the  penal  sum  mentioned 
in  the  lease.  That  principle  applies  onl}-  to  cases  of  surety,  except  the 
bond  be  conditioned  for  the  payment  of  money  only.  Doug.  49  ;  2  Bl. 
Rep.  1190;  6  T.  R.  303 ;  2  T/R.  388. 

The  evidence  was  not  entirely  harmonious  as  to  the  value  of  the 
buildings.  The  jury  have  adopted  about  the  medium  value  as  estab- 
lished by  the  witnesses. 

Richard  Harcourt  was  a  competent  witness.  He  was  not  objected  to 
on  the  ground  of  interest,  but  because  he  had  voluntarily,  as  was 
alleged,  surrendered  the  lease  on  which  the  action  was  brought,  to  the 
defendant ;  and  was,  therefore,  incompetent  to  impeach  or  invalidate 
his  own  act,  b}T  sustaining  the  present  action. 

The  evidence  does  not  establish  the  fact  of  a  surrender  of  the  lease, 
by  Richard  Harcourt,  with  a  view  to  its  being  cancelled.  It  was  con- 
ditional, and  in  the  expectation  of  receiving  a  deed  for  the  demised 
premises  upon  a  new  contract ;  which  contract  appears  never  to  have 
been  carried  into  effect. 
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The  lease  never  was,  in  fact,  cancelled.  It  was  produced  by  the 
plaintiff  upon  the  trial,  and  must  have  been  restored  by  the  defendant 
after  the  alleged  surrender.  Motion  for  new  trial  denied. 


HANSEN  y.  MEYER. 
SUPREME  COURT  OF  ILLINOIS.     1876. 
[Reported  81  III.  321.] 

APPEAL   from   the   Circuit   Court    of   McLean   county ;    the 
Thomas  F.  Tipton,  Judge,  presiding. 

Messrs.  Bloomfield,  Pollock,  and  Campbell,  for  the  appellant. 

Messrs.  Rowell  and  Hamilton,  for  the  appellees. 

MR.  JUSTICE  SHELDON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  was  a  suit  to  recover  damages  for  the  breach  of  a  covenant  in  a 
lease,  brought  b}-  the  lessee  against  the  assignees  of  the  reversion. 

The  facts  are :  On  the  loth  day  of  December,  1872,  Matthew 
Hansen,  the  appellant,  leased  of  one  John  Hoffman,  by  written  lease, 
premises  described  in  the  lease  as  follows :  "  Store-room  on  first  floor 
in  the  hotel  building  on  corner  of  C.  and  A.  R.  R.  and  Chestnut  Street, 
on  part  of  lot  one,  &c.,  in  Bloomington,  111.,"  the  lease,  by  its  terms; 
to  continue  one  year,  with  monthly  rental  in  advance,  with  the  privilege 
to  lessee  to  extend  the  lease  by  giving  sixt}'  da}V  notice  each  3'ear. 
The  lease  was  the  ordinary  blank  used  for  such  purpose,  and  after  the 
leasing  part,  has  the  following  written  in  the  bod}'  of  the  lease : 
"Party  of  the  second  part  is  to  put  in  counters  and  shelving,  which 
said  counters  and  shelving  the  party  of  the  first  part  hereb3-  agrees  to 
buy  from  party  of  the  second  part  at  a  reasonable  price  at  the  expira- 
tion of  the  first  3-ear  of  this  lease.  Part3~  of  the  first  part  is  to  put  in 
good  fixtures  and  other  things  necessary  to  the  said  room."  Hansen 
took  possession  of  the  room  under  this  lease,  and  put  in  counters  and 
shelving  for  his  use  in  the  retail  dry  goods  business,  which  he  engaged 
in.  He  remained  in  possession,  using  these  counters  and  shelving  him- 
self, until  the  trial  of  this  cause,  June  14,  1875.  On  the  1st  day  of 
July,  1873,  Hoffman,  the  lessor,  sold  the  hotel  building  arid  premises  in 
which  this  room  was  situate,  to  the  appellees,  Hansen  being  then  in 
possession.  At  the  end  of  the  first  3~ear,  Hansen  brought  this  suit 
against  appellees,  on  the  lease,  to  recover  from  them  the  value  of  these 
counters  and  shelving. 

The  lease,  in  terms,  states  that  the  covenants  therein  shall  extend  to 
and  be  binding  upon  the  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators  of  the  par- 
ties, and  nowhere  mentions  or  includes  assigns  of  either  party.  The 
cause  was  tried  by  the  court  below  without  a  jur37,  and  judgment  ren- 
dered for  the  defendants.  The  plaintiff  appealed. 
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The  question  presented  is,  Are  appellees,  as  assignees  of  the  rever- 
sion, liable,  under  this  lease,  to  appellant,  the  lessee,  for  the  value  of 
the  counters  and  shelving?  • 

The  covenant  in  the  lease  is,  that  Hausen  "is  to  put  in  counters 
and  shelving."  This  was  to  be  done  in  the  future  ;  the  covenant  related 
to  a  thing  not  in  esse  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  lease,  and 
does  not  bind  assigns  when,  as  here,  not  expressly  named  iu  the 
covenant. 

The  leading  authorit}*  on  this  question  is  Spencer's  Case,  5  Rep.  1G. 
That  case  was  a  covenant  by  the  lessee  for  him,  his  executors  (not  as- 
signs), that  he,  his  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  would  build  a 
brick  wall  on  the  demised  premises.  His  assignee  being  sued,  it  was 
held  that  he  was  not  bound,  because  the  thing  in  respect  to  which  the 
covenant  was  made  was  not  in  esse,  and  had  not  yet  become  a  part  of 
the  land.  Its  existence  was  in  contemplation.  And  }'et  it  was  agreed 
that,  because  it  was  a  thing  that  would  directly  affect  the  demised 
premises,  if  the  word  assigns  had  been  used,  the  covenant  would  have 
bound  the  assignee.  The  assignee  is  to  take  the  benefit  of  it  and  shall 
be  bound  by  express  words.  In  Grey  v.  Outhbertson,  2  Chit.  R.  482, 
the  covenant  was  by  the  lessor,  but  not  for  his  assigns,  to  take  and  pa}- 
for  all  fruit-trees  and  bushes  growing,  at  the  end  of  the  term,  which  the 
lessee  should  plant.  The  assignee  of  the  lessor  was  held  not  to  be  lia- 
ble, for  want  of  the  word  "assigns  ; "  though  it  was  admitted  that  this 
word  would  have  charged  him.  The  decision  was  on  the  distinction 
in  /Spencer's  Case,  that  the  thing  did  not  exist  at  the  time  of  the 
covenant. 

But  it  is  supposed  by  appellant's  counsel  that  the  following  Statute  of 
tlu's  State  gives  this  right  of  action  against  the  assignees  of  the  rever- 
sion, viz.  :  — 

"  The  lessees  of  any  lands,  their  assigns  or  personal  representatives, 
shall  have  the  same  remedy,  by  action  or  otherwise,  against  the  lessor, 
his  grantees,  assignees,  or  his  or  their  representatives,  for  the  breach 
of  any  agreement  in  such  lease,  as  such  lessee  might  have  had  against 
his  immediate  lessor."  Rev.  Stat.  1874,  p.  659,  §  15  (in  force  July  1, 
1873). 

This  lease  was  executed  December  15,  1872.  The  lessor,  Hoffman, 
sold  and  conveyed  the  property  to  appellees  July  1, 1873.  This  Statute 
did  not  go  into  effect  until  July  1,  1873.  Without  regard  to  the  ques- 
tion whether  a  covenant  of  such  a  character  as  this  is  within  the  pur- 
view of  the  Statute,  we  are  of  opinion  that  this  Statute  does  not  apply 
in  this  case,  as  it  was  enacted  after  the  lease  was  executed.  To  hold  it 
as  applying  to  this  lease  would  be  to  give  the  Statute  a  retrospective 
operation.  Retrospective  laws  are  viewed  with  disfavor,  and  courts  do 
not  allow  Statutes  to  have  a  retroactive  effect  on  past  transactions, 
unless  it  appears  that  such  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  mani- 
fested b}"  clear  and  unequivocal  expressions.  In  the  Matter  of  the  Will 
of  Tuller,  79  111.  99,  and  the  authorities  there  referred  to.  The  very 


PAKENHAM'S  CASE. 


439 


essence  of  a  new  law  is  a  rule  for  future  cases.     Per  Kent;  Ch.  J.,  in 
Dash  v.  Van  Kleeck,  7  Johns.  502. 

There  is  no  reason  or  justice  in  the  Statute  stepping  in  and  conferring 
upon  this  lessee  security  for  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money  which  he 
failed  to  take  for  himself,  —  to  wit,  the  security  of  assigns,  —  and  to  give 
to  him  an  additional  right  of  action,  which  lie  did  not  have  by  his  con- 
tract of  his  own  making,  or  by  operation  of  law.  No  such  a  case  could 
have  been  within  the  intendmeut  of  the  Statute.  We  hold  that  the 
Statute  does  not  apply  to  this  covenant,  made  before  its  passage. 

The  judgment  will  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

NOTE.  —  On  the  running  of  a  covenant  with  an  interest  by  estoppel,  see  C 
svn  v.  Irving,  4  H.  &  N.  742 ;  6  H.  &  N.  135. 


SECTION  III. 
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PAKENHAM'S  CASE. 
COMMON  PLEAS.     1368. 
[Reported  Year  Book,  42  Edw.  III.  3,  pi.  14.] 

ONE  Laurence  Pakenham  brings  a  writ  of  covenant  as  heir  against  a 
prior,  and  alleges  by  his  writ,  that  he  does  not  keep  the  covenant  made 
between  one  J.,  his  ancestor,  to  wit,  the  grandfather  of  the  plaintiff, 
whose  heir  he  is,  and  one  his  [the  prior's]  predecessor,  that  the  prior 
and  the  convent  would  sing  every  week  in  a  chapel  in  his  manor  of 
for  him  and  his  servants,  &c. 

Belknap.  Neither  the  plaintiff  nor  his  servants  are  living  in  the  said 
manor,  wherefore  judgment  of  the  writ. 

Cavendish.  This  goes  to  the  action,  wherefore  if  you  wish  this  to  be 
your  answer,  we  wish  to  imparl. 

Belknap.  The  deed  of  which  you  have  made  profert  means  that  he 
is  to  sing  for  him  and  his  servants,  and  when  he  and  his  servants  are 
not  living  within  the  said  manor,  you  cannot  maintain  this  writ. 

Cavendish.  Then  this  goes  to  the  action,  wherefore  if  you  wish  to 
make  this  answer,  we  wish  to  imparl. 

And  then  Belknap  did  not  dare  to  demur,  but  said  that  the  plaintiff 
had  a  brother  older  than  himself,  who  was  heir  to  his  ancestor,  to  whom 
the  action  should  be  given,  wherefore  judgment,  whether  you,  who  are 
a  younger  son,  and  not  heir,  ought  to  have  an  action. 

Cavendish.  The  plaintiff  is  tenant  of  the  manor  where  the  singing 
is  to  be  done,  wherefore  it  is  reasonable  that  the  action  should  be  main- 
tained by  him,  wherefore  judgment,  and  we  pray  damages. 
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st —       Belknap.     And  inasmuch  as  you  have  brought  your  writ  as  heir,  and 
f^  you  have  an  elder  brother,  judgment  if  you  have  an  action  as  heir,  &c. 

Ad  alium  diem. 

Cavendish  says  that  the  said  J.,  great-grandfather  of  the  plaintiff. 
enfeoffed  one  G.  of  M.  of  the  said  manor,  who  enfeoffed  the  plaintiff 
and  one  Alice,  his  wife,  of  the  said  manor,  to  them  and  to  their  heirs 
of  their  two  bodies  begotten,  and  for  default  of  issue,  the  remainder  to 
J.  and  his  heirs,  so  the  plaintiff  is  tenant  of  the  manor,  and  to  no  one 
else  does  it  belong  to  have  an  action  except  to  him,  wherefore  judg- 
ment, and  we  pray  our  damages,  and  also  we  say,  that  since  the  feofl- 
ment  the  singing  has  been  done  time  out  of  mind. 

Belknap.  And  inasmuch  as  you  have  brought  this  writ  as  heir,  and 
yet  you  do  not  deny,  that  there  is  a  nearer  heir  to  him  who  made  the 
covenant,  to  whom  the  action  should  be  given  rather  than  to  you, 
therefore  we  pray  that  you  may  be  barred. 

Cavendish.  And  we  pray  judgment,  because  we  are  tenants  of  the 
manor  by  purchase,  and  privy  to  the  ancestor  who  made  the  covenant, 
and  also  the  services  have  been  done  time  out  of  mind,  wherefore 
judgment. 

Belknap.     Although  he  is  privy  in  blood,  and  although  he  has  pur- 
chased the  land,  yet  inasmuch  as  he  has  brought  this  writ  as  heir,  and  he 
_A    is  not  heir,  and  to  no  one  is  an  action  of  covenant  given  except  to  him 
r\  i  *  who  made  the  covenant  or  his  heir,  therefore  we  do  not  understand  that 
^*  I*  an  action,  &c. 

FYNCHEDEN,  J.     I  have  seen  it  here  in  terms  adjudged  that  two  par- 
-.       ceners  made  partition  of  land  between  them,  and  the  one  parcener 
^  made  a  covenant  with  the  other,  to  acquit  her  and  her  heirs  of  a  suit, 
which  was  due  from  the  land,  and  the  parcener  aliened  the  land  to  a 
stranger,  and  afterwards  the  suit  was  in  arrear  and  the  stranger  brought 

'writ  to  acquit   him  of  the  suit  against  the  parcener,  and  the  writ 
as  maintained,  notwithstanding  he  was  a  stranger  to  the  covenant, 
so  here.    • 

Belknap.     I  grant  it  in  your  case,  because  the  acquittance  fell  on 
land,  and  not  on  the  person ;   and  here  the  covenant  is  to  the 
person. 

FYNCHEDEN,  J.  And  if  you  grant  me  that  that  is  law,  then  much 
more  strongly  in  the  other  case,  for  in  the  case  that  I  have  mentioned 
of  the  suit,  it  was  maintained  because  he  was  tenant  of  the  land  from 
which  the  suit  was  due,  and  so  is  it  here,  he  is  tenant  of  the  manor 
where  the  chapel  is,  and  in  the  chapel  it  is  to  be  done,  wherefore,  &c. 

WYCHINGHAM,  J.  If  the  king  grants  warren  to  another  who  is  ten- 
ant of  a  manor,  he  shall  have  warren  in  the  whole  manor,  and  if  he 
aliens  the  manor,  }*et  the  warren  does  not  pass  b}'  the  grant,  because  it 
is  not  appendant  to  the  manor,  wherefore  no  more  here  does  it  seem 
_  r~  that  the  sei*vices  are  appendant  to  the  manor. 
^  |5  V  ^IHORPE,  C.  J.,  to  Belknap.  There  are  some  covenants  on  which  no 
"-J  j  man  shall  have  an  action,  except  the  party  to  the  covenant  Qr  Ms  heir, 
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and  some  covenants  have  inheritance  in  the  land,  so  that  he  who  has 
the  land  by  alienation,  or  in  some  other  way,  shall  have  an  action  of 
covenant,  and  when  3-011  say,  that  he  is  not  heir,  he  is  privy  in  blood, 
and  may  be  heir,  and  also  he  is  tenant  of  the  land,  and  it  is  a  thing 
which  is  annexed  to  the  chapel  which  is  within  the  manor,  and  so 
annexed  to  the  manor,  and  so  he  has  said  that  the  services  have  been 
done  time  out  of  mind,  wherefore  it  is  right  that  this  action  should  be 
maintained. 

Belknap,     He  has  not  counted  in  his  count  on  such  a  prescription. 

THORPE,  C.  J.     Yes,  he  did,  and  we  remember  it. 

And  it  is  adjourned,  &c.  And  it  was  said  that  if  I  let  land  to  a 
man  for  term  of  life  rendering  certain  rent,  and  I  grant  the  reversion 
of  the  same  land  to  another,  and  the  tenant  attorns,  that  the  grantee 
shall  have  the  rent,  notwithstanding  that  he  had  not  a  specialty,  and 
it  was  not  denied,  &C.1 


ANONYMOUS. 
COMMON  PLEAS.     1582. 

{Reported  Moore,  179,  pi,  318.] 

FLEETWOOD,  Serjeant,  moved  in  the  Common  Bench  that  a  man 
made  a  feojtoient  in  fee  by  deed  indented,  reserving  rent,  suit  of  court, 
and  relief ;  and  by' the  deed  the^feoffor  grantedjhat  if  jjiejeoffee,  his 
heirs_or_assjgn.s,  should  be  distrained  to  do  metre  services  than  were 
reserved  in  the  deed,  that  then  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  feoffee,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  to  distrain  in  his  [the  feoffor's]  manoF  of  P.,  and 
hold  the  distress  until  he  was  satisfied  of  as  much  as  he  had  sustained 
in  damage  by  reason  of  the  said  distress. 

The  feoffejL  mai^  fl  fcoffmonti  over 

And  now  he  moved  if  the  second  feoffee  could  distrain  ;  and  the 
court  said  Yes,  because  the  covenant  ran  withthe  land  ;  and  if  the  word  ^)  ^i^-a-^.  ^, 
"  g.ssip-n,s  "  had  not,  hppn  in  the  deed,  nevertheless  the  word  "  heirs  "jp  ..  0  / 

^ ' V^-^  _J^\*j£~^m^&  "      A 

would  have  warranted  distress  to  the  assignee,  by  PERYAM,  Justice.2 

1  See  Brewster  v.  Kidgill,  12  Mod.  166  ;  post,  p.  674 ;  Milnes  v.  Branch,  5  M.  &  S. 
411  ;  post,  p.  684  ;  1  Sm.  L.  C.  (9th  ed.)  87  et  seq. 

2  See  Aliens.  Culver,  3  Denio,  284,  301. 

In  Austerberry  v.  Oldhim,  29  Ch.  Div.  750  (1885),  A.  conveyed  the  fee  of  a  strip  of 
land,  running  through  the  middle  of  his  estate,  to  trustees,  to  form  part  of  a  road,  and  i  \^. 

in  the  conveyance  the  trustees  covenanted  with  A.,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  that  they,  V    ^£\^  * 
the  trustees,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  would  make  the  road  and  keep  it  in  repair.     The  / 
trustees  made  the  road.     A.  afterwards  sold  his  estate  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  trustees 
sold  the  road  to  the  defendants,  both  parties  taking  with  notice  of  the  covenant  to  re- 
pair.     It  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  (COTTON,  LINDLEY,  and  FRY,  L.  JJ. )  that 
the  plaintiff  could  not  enforce  the  covenant  against  the  defendants. 

The  opinion  of  LINDLEY,  J.,  on  the  question  of  the  covenant  running  with  the  land 
was  as  follows  (pp.  780-783)  :  — 
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SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1834. 
[Reported  16  Pick.  183.] 

THIS  was  a  covenant  broken  forjiotrc^airing  a  highway,  and  a  wall 
b}'  which  the  side  of  tht>  road  was  sujjjjorted. 

By  an  agreed  statement  of  facts  it  appeared  that  on  May  9,  1  709,  and 

On  AugUSt  1,  1709,  the  plnintiflfc  grfUUfl    ta-A4rtgr  Shnrtlf.trntTrt-Jhrm7>g 


"  The  first  question  which  I  will  consider  is  whether  that  covenant  runs  with  the  land, 
as  it  is  called,  —  whether  the  benefit  of  it  runs  with  the  laud  held  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
whether  the  burden  of  it  runs  with  the  land  held  by  the  defendants  ;  because,  if  the 
covenant  does  run  at  law,  then  the  plaintiff,  so  far  as  I  can  see,  would  be  right  as  to 
this  portion  of  his  claim.  Now,  as  regards  the  benefit  running  with  the  plaintiff's  land, 
the  covenant  is,  so  far  as  the  road  goes,  a  covenant  to  repair  the  road  ;  what  I  mean  by 
that  is,  there  is  nothing  in  the  deed  which  points  particularly  to  that  portion  of  the 
road  which  abuts  upon  or  fronts  the  plaintiffs  land,  it  is  a  covenant  to  repair  the  whole 
of  the  road,  no  distinction  being  made  between  the  portion  of  that  road  which  joins  or 
abuts  upon  his  land  and  the  rest  of  the  road  :  in  other  words,  it  is  a  covenant  simply  to 
make  and  maintain  this  road  as  a  public  highway  ;  there  is  no  covenant  to  do  anything 
whatever  on  the  plaintiffs  land,  and  there  is  nothing  pointing  to  the  plaintiffs  land 
in  particular.  Now  it  appears  to  me  to  be  going  a  long  way  to  say  that  the  benefit  of 
that  covenant  runs  with  the  plaintiffs  land.  I  do  not  overlook  the  fact  that  the  plain- 
tiff as  a  frontager  has  certain  rights  of  getting  on  to  the  road  ;  and  if  this  covenant  had 
been  so  worded  as  to  show  that  there  had  been  an  intention  to  grant  him  some  parti- 
cular benefit  in  respect  of  that  particular  part  of  his  land,  possibly  we  might  have  said 
that  the  benefit  of  the  covenant  did  run  with  this  land  ;  but  when  you  look  at  the  cove- 
nant, it  is  a  mere  covenant  with  him,  as  with  all  adjoining  owners,  to  make  this  road, 
a  small  portion  of  which  only  abuts  on  his  land,  and  there  is  nothing  specially  relating 
to  his  land  at  all.  I  cannot  see  myself  how_any  benefit  of  this  covenant  runs  with 
hja  land. 

''  But  it  strikes  me,  I  confess,  that  there  is  a  still  more  formidable  objection  as  regards 
the  burden.  Does  the  burden  of  this  covenant  run  with  the  land  so  as  to  bind  the  de- 
fendants ?  The  defendants  have  acquired  the  road  under  the  trustees,  and  they  are 
bound  by  such  covenant  as  runs  with  the  land.  Now  we  come  to  face  the  difficulty: 
Does  a  covenant  to  repair  all  this  road  run  with  the  land  ;  that  is,  does  the  burden  of 
it  descend  upon  those  to  whom  the  road  may  be  assigned  in  future  ?  We  are  not  deal- 
ing here  with  a  case  of  landlord  and  tenant.  The  authorities  which  refer  to  that  class 
of  cases  have  little,  if  any,  bearing  upon  the  case  which  we  have  to  consider,  and  I 
am  not  prepared  to  say  that  any  covenant  which  imposes  a  burden  upon  land  does 
run  with  the  land,  unless  the  covenant  does,  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  deed 
containing  the  covenant,  amount  to  either  a  giant.  oLan  pnaempiit.r  or  a-j«m4-«Iiajger  m- 
some  estate^uLintcreSfr-m-tht;  liUId.  —  X  mere  covenant  to  repair,  or  to  do  somethingoT 
that  kind,  does  notseenfFiTliie,  I  uuufess,  to  run  with  the  land  in  such  a  way  as  to  bind 
those  who  may  acquire  it. 

"  It  is  remarkable  that  the  authorities  upon  this  point,  when  they  are  examined, 
are  very  few,  and  it  is  also  remarkable  that  in  no  case  that  I  know  of,  except  one 
which  I  shall  refer  to  presently,  is  there  anything  like  authority  to  say  that  a  bur- 
den of  this  kind  will  run  with  the  land.  That  point  has  often  been  discussed,  and  I 
rather  think  the  conclusion  at  which  the  editors  of  the  last  edition  of  Smith's  Leading 
Cases  have  come  to  is  right,  that  no  case  has  been  decided  which  does  establish  that 
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Barnaby  certaiiria"n(L7on  condition~Th^rfc~th^y-shimld_Jb^cQmg_Jbound  by 
sufficientdaondsto  make  and  maintain  a  portion  of  the  highway  which   ^^c  C 

or       ^ 

such  a  burden  can  run  with  the  land  in  the  sense  in  which  I  am  now  using  that  expres-^\^ 
sion.     The  case  of  Holmes  v.  Buckley,  1  Eq.  C.  Ab.  27,  looks  a  little  like  it  at  first  ; 
but  the  observation  to  be  made  on  that  case  I  think  is  this  :  In  the  first  place,  it  is 
quite  plain  that  there  the  plaintiff  had  a  cause  of  action  ;  he  was  entitled  to  an  injunc- 
tion of  some  sort  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  interrupting  his  watercourse.     The 
right  of  the  plaintiff  to  enforce  specifically  the  covenant  to  repair,  or  rather  to  cleanse 
the  watercourse,  is  obscure,  and  we  have  not  got  the  decree  which  was  pronounced  ;  and 
I  confess  that  having  only  that  short  note  of  it  which  is  to  be  found  in  '  Equity  Cases  . 
Abridged,'  I  fail  to  understand  the  exact  grounds  of  that  decision,  specifically  en  for-/  '_y~7 
cing  that  covenant  to  cleanse.    I  doubt  whether  it  was  a  decision  to  that  effect ;  but  the    *f 
case  is  too  loosely  reported  to  be  a  guide  on  the  point.  /\'^r^ 

"Morland  v.  Cook,  Law  Rep.  6  Eq.  252,  another  case  in  which  it  was  said  that  the  )  ^^ 

covenant  ran  with  the  land,  is  intelligible  on  this  ground,  —  that  there  was  there  that      l/v/*i    Cl-tA 
which  amounted  to  the  creation  of  a  rent-charge  for  the  repair  of  the  sea-wall  which  /^-'(^  0 
was  in  question.     That  is  intelligible  enough  ;  and  if  the  covenant  in  the  present  case  **  • 

amounted  to  anything  of  the  kind,  of  course  the  observations  I  am  now  making  \vou\d£>~^(--c^ 
not  be  applicable.  >  VN 

"  The  case  before  Vice-Chancellor  Malins  of  Cooke  v.  Chilcott,  3  Ch.  D.  694,  has  been/ 
so  shaken  that  I  cannot  rely  upon  it  as  an  authority  at  all.     I  think  the  Vice-Chancel- 
lor did  intimate  an  opinion  that  the  covenant  there  would  run  with  the  land.     I  con-  -***v^/f  ^7 
fess  I  doubt  the  correctness  of  that  opinion.     He  decided  the  case  upon  another  point, 
and  upon  that  other  point  only  has  it  been  followed.     There  is  no  other  authority  that 


I  am  aware  of  that  such  a  covenant  as  this  runs  with  the  land,  unless  it  is  Western  v.  r\ 

Macdermott,  Law  Rep.  1  Eq.  499  ;  2  Ch.  72,  where  the  Court  of  Appeal  did  not  sane- '    "^^-e 

tion  the  notion  that  the  covenant  in  that  case  ran  with  the  land,  although  the  cove-, 

nant  was  a  purely  restrictive  covenant.     I  am  not  aware  of  any  other  case  which  either 

shows,  or  appears  to  show,  that  a  burden  such  as  this  can  be  annexed  to  land  by  a  mere 

covenant,  such  as  we  have  got  here  ;  and  in  the  absence  of  authority  it  appears  to  me  v^^nl    i 

that  we  shall  be  perfectly  warranted  in  saying  that  the  burden  of  this  covenant  does 

not  run  with  the  land.     After  all,  it  is  a  mere  personal  covenant.     If  the  parties 

intended  to  charge  this  land  forever,  into  whosesoever  hands  it  came,  with  the  burden 

of  repairing  the  road,  there  are  ways  and  means  known  to  conveyancers  by  which  it 

could  be  done  with  comparative  ease  ;  all  that  would  have  been  necessary  would  have 

been  to  create  a  rent-charge  and  charge  it  on  the  tolls,  and  the  thing  would  have  been? 

done.     They  have  not  done  anything  of  the  sort,  and  therefore,  it  seems  to  me  to  showj« 

that  they  did  not  intend  to  have  a  covenant  which  should  run  with  the  land.     That  J    c 

disposes  of  the  part  of  the  case  which  is  perhaps  the  most  difficult.  d/^  ^ 

"  The  last  point  was  this  :  that  even  if  it  did  not  run  with  the  land  at  law,  still,  upon 
the  authority  of  Tulk  v.  Moxhay,  2  Ph.  774,  the  defendants,  having  bought  the  land 
with  notice  of  this  covenant,  take  the  land  subject  to  it.  Mr.  Collins  very  properly  did 
not  press  that  upon  us,  because  after  the  two  recent  decisions  in  the  Court  of  Appeal 
Haywood  v.  Brunswick  Permanent  Benefit  Building  Society,  8  Q.  B.  D.  403,  and  Lon- 
don and  South  Western  Railway  Company  v.  Gomm,  20  Ch.  D.  562,  that  argument  is 
untenable.  Tulk  v.  Moxhay  cannot  be  extended  to  covenants  of  this  description.  It  ,_ 

appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  upon  all  points  the  plaintiff  has  failed,  and  that  the  I'-/*  /  v~  j*-t~ 
appeal  ought  to  be  dismissed,  with  costs." 

The  case  of  Morland  v.  Cook,  L.  R.  6  Eq.  252,  was  explained  by  COTTON,  L.  J. 
(p.  774),  as  follows  :  — 

"  Then  there  was  another  case,  before  the  late  Lord  Romilly,  of  Morland  v.  Cook,f 
which  was  relied  upon  ;  but  that  was  really  a  case  not  turning  upon  that  doctrine, 
cause  it  was  this  :  There  was  a  deed  of  partition  of  land,  all  of  which  was  below  the  sea-p 
level,  and  was  protected  by  a  river  or  sea  wall,  and  a  covenant  was  entered  into  by  the 
different  parties^  to  pay  their  proportion  of  the  expense  of  repairing  the  sea-wall,  whoever 

tu 
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/passed"  by  such  JimA-^-fekftt  in  pursuance  of  this  grant  the  grantees,  by 
^"^          their  bond,  dated  August  6, 1709,  and  recorded  in  the  registry  of  deeds, 
(and  upon  which  this  action  was  founded,)  after  reciting  the  grant  to 
s — ^  them  and  the  condition  on  which  it  was  made,-JkuuitLthcmselvcs.  their 

heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,_tp  the  agents  nf't.lm  pjninfi'ffii 
in  the  sum  of  fifty  pounds,  forever  afterto  make  and  maintain  such 
portion  of  thn  highway :  that  on  March  21,  1710,  an  indenture  recit- 
**"      )       ing  the  grant  and  condition,  was  entered  into  between  the  grantees,  and 
Richard  Cooper  and  Francis  Adams,  by  which  the  westerly  part  of  the 
land  was  granted  to  Cooper  and  Adams  subject  to  the  same  condition  ; 
Q    0  *pthat  in  January,  1711,  Cooper  and  Adams,  by  indenture,  made  a  par- 
tition of  the  land  conveyed  to  them,  recognizing  in  such  indenture,  the 
obligation  on  themselves,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  to  perform  the  condi- 
tion ;  that  by  an  indenture  dated  March  12,  1713,  between  Adams  and 
w^    Eleazer  Dunham,  Adams  granted  to  Dunham  the  land  assigned  to  him 
j —  upon  such  partition,  and  Dunham  bound  himself,  his  heirs,  executors, 
|  1,-administrators  and  assigns,  to  maintain  that  portion  of  the  highway 
i^c^x— »      which  passed  by  such  land  ;  that  on  January  1,  1734,  the  lot  of  land  so 
"tv/v<^>'r*eonveyed  to  Dunham  was  granted  by  Samuel  Kempton  to   Thomas 
T"")  '  Kempton,  by  a  deed  in  which  it  was  provided  that  the  grantee,  his 

•^  c         'jpHeirs  and  assigns,  should  maintain  the  wall  on  the  bank  adjoining  on 
-^  V-<AV   ^e  Upper  gid^  the  fun  breadth  of  the  land  thereby  sold  ;  that  in  1814 
.  this  lot  of  land  was  conveyed  to  the  defendant ;  that  between  1734  and 
\.      pi  the  date  of  the  deed  to  the  defendant,  there  had  been  several  convey - 
A/v^v-«>'  I  ances  of  it,  but  in  none  of  them  was  any  notice  taken  of  the  obligation 

should  do  it ;  and  that  covenant  was  enforced  for  and  against  the  successors  of  those  who 
were  parties  to  the  deed.  But  in  that  case  it  appeared  that  there  was,  according  to  the 
"view  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  a  common  law  liability,  independently  of  that  covenant, 
to  repair  the  sea-wall,  so  that  it  would  be  very  different  from  the  case  of  creating  a  new 
liability  :  the  covenant  there  was  framed  in  such  a  way  as  to  create  a  grant  by  the 
different  persons  who  took,  on  partition,  portions  of  the  property,  of  a  rent-charge  out 
of  their  lands,  in  order  to  provide  for  the  expense.  The  covenant  was  in  this  form.  The 
parties  covenanted  for  themselves,  &c.,  'severally  and  respectively,  in  manner  follow- 
ing, that  is  to  say,  that  the  charges,  damages,  and  expenses  of  or  attending  the  keep- 
ing and  maintaining  the  walls  and  gutts  of  or  belonging  to  the  said  lands,  fresh  marsh 
lands,  hereditaments  and  premises  hereby  granted  and  released,  or  intended  so  to  be,  in 
"\  cood  order  and  repair,  shall  be  borne  and  paid  by  them  (naming  them),  their  respective 
T^};)heirs  and  assigns,  out  of  the  said  lands  and  hereditaments  hereby  divided  in  proportion, 
and  by  an  acre-scot  to  be  from  time  to  time  for  that  purpose  made  thereon  and  payable 
thereout  in  the  same  proportions  in  ready  money.'  So  although  in  terms  it  was  a 
£-\,Covenant,  it  was  a  covenant  by  these  parties  that  the  expense  should  be  paid  out  of 
their  proportions  of  the  laud  by  an  acre-scot  payable  thereout  in  the  same  proportions 
in  ready  money.  That  is,  therefore,  really  a  grant  by  each  of  the  parties  of  a  rent- 
charge  of  so  much  money  as  would  be  equivalent  to  his  proportion  of  the  total  expense 
of  repairing  the  sea-wall." 

fS^tn  Sharp  v.  CJieatham,  88  Mo.  498  (1885),  where  there  was  an  agreement  under 
seal  between  the  owners  of  adjoining  premises,  that  one  should  build  a  party  wall, 
and  the  other  pay  half  its  cost  when  he  used  it,  it  was  held  that  although  the 
covenant  to  pay  did  not  run  with  the  land  at  law,  yet  in  equity,  a  purchaser  with 
notice  of  the  covenant  would  be  compelled  to  pay. 


,      \j~^ 


resting  upon  Barnab}*  and  Shurtleff  and  their  heirs  and  assigns,  or  of 
an}-  condition  upon  which  the  grantees  were  to  hold  the  land  ;  that  the 
highway  and  the  wall  had  been  suffered  to  get  out  of  repair,  and  that 
the  plaintiffs  had  been  obliged  to  pay  considerable  sums  of  money  to 
indemnify  individuals  for  damages  sustained  in  consequence  thereof, 
and  to  put  the  highway  and  wall  in  repair. 

If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion,  that  proof  of  notice  or  demand,  or 
usage  as  to  the  repairs,  was  material,  a  new  trial  was  to  be  granted  ; 
but  if  they  should  be  of  opinion,  that  the  plaintiffs  could  maintain 
the  action,  independently  of  such  evidence,  the  defendant  was  to  be 
defaulted  and  the  damages  to  be  assessed  by  the  court. 

Eddy  and  W.  Thomas,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Warren  and  Heal,  for  the  defendant. 

PUTNAM,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court.  The  plaintiffs  must 
maintain,  that  the  land  which  was  granted  to  Barnaby  and  Shurtleff, 
was  originally  charged  with  the  payment  or  performance  of  this  bond, 
and  that  it  continued  so  charged  in  the  hands  of  their  assignees,  and  so 
in  the  hands  of  the  defendant ;  that  the  original  covenantors  made  a 
covenant  to  this  effect  with  the  inhabitants  of  Plymouth  in  respect  of 
the  land.  But  it  is  perfectly  clear,  that  the  town  of  Plymouth  had  no 
interest  whatsoever  in  the  land  granted  to  Barnaby  and  Shurtleff,  afte 
the  conveyance  of  the  same  to  them.  The_to_wn_might  have  con- 


-\p 


veyed  the  land  upon  a  condition,  that  the  grant^es^sjiQuld-mako-^j^mar 
anTTmight  have  reservedjright  of  entry  forany 


tain  the  highwa 
breach  of 


lat  uut}\    13 uL  Lhev  did  iKTsucTT  thing.     The  only  condition 
they  required  in  the  deed,  was,  that  the  grantees  should  give  a 
to  maintain  the  highway. 

The  plaintiffs  claim  to  recover  upon  the  writing  declared  upon,  as  a 
covenant  which  runs  with  the  land.     But  with  what  land  is  this 
nant  running?    No  right  or  estate  in  any  land  is  conveyed   by  the  /l/v~-~ 
covenantors  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  town.     Nor  did  the  town,  in  their 
deed,  reserve  any  right  of  entry  or  any  interest  whatever  in  the 
which  they  granted  to  Barnaby  and  Shurtleff.     But  on  the  contrary,  the 
town  conveyed  the  land  on  a  condition,  that  the  grantees  would  give 
a  bond   that  they  would  maintain  the  highway.     The   grantees  gave 
a   bond    to   that   effect,   and    thereupon   the   estate   vested  in   the 
absolutely.  J^L 

We  think  it  very  clear,  that  the  bond  was  a  personal  obligation  or7     T> 
the  obligors,  not  subjecting  the  land  which  the  town  had  conveyed  to 
them,  in  any  other  way  than  any  of  the  estate  of  the  obligors  might 
be   liable  to  the  performance  of  their  personal  covenants  or  obliga- 
tions.    The  circumstance,  that  the  obligors   bound  themselves,   their     /> 
heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  did  not  give  to  the  town 
any  particular  lien  or  interest  in  any  real  estate  of  the  covenantors.    ^ 
There  was  no  privity  in  estate  between  the  covenanting  parties,  whicli4>     -v^i,*. 
would  be  necessary  to  exist  in  order  to  the  creation  of  a  covenant 
to,,  run  with  the  land.     We  are  of  opinion,  tht^refore,  that  the  defend- 


/>. 
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ant  is  not  liable,  AS  he  is  the  assignee  of  the  land  so  granted  by 
the  town  to  Barnaby  and  Shurtleff,  under  whom  the  defendant  claims 
to  hold  it.1 


MORSE  v.  ALDRICH. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1837. 
[Reported  19  Pick.  449.] 

THIS  was  an  action  of  covenant.  _The  cause  was  tried  before 
Putnam,  J. 

In  1794  Stephen  Cook,  the  defendants'  ancestor,  conveyed  to  William 
Hull,  in  fee,  a  tract  of  land  in  Watertown,  containing  about  thirteen 
acres  ;  with  the  privilege  of  using  and  improving  the  land  and  mill 
pond  west  of  the  same  tract,  for  the  purpose  of  fish  ponds,  baths,  &c., 
^I  within  certain  bounds  described,  including  a  portion  of  the  grantor's  mill 
pond  ;  and  the  "  full  liberty  of  ingress,  egress,  and  regress  to  and  from 
any  part  of  the  said  described  land  and  water,  to  dig  out  and  cany 
away  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  soil,  &c.  ;  to  build  such  causeways 
f111^  dams  as  ma3r  De  necessary  to  divide  the  same  into  six  separate  and 
distinct  fish  ponds." 

Hull  conveyed  the  same  premises  to  the  plaintiff. 

Afterward,  in  November,  1809,  an  agreement  under  seal  was  made 
by  and  between  Cook  and  the  plaintiff,  in  which,  in  consideration  of  the 

*^ 

covenants  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  Cook  covenants  with  the  plaintiff, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  "  thr>t.  hp  will  drmy-t>ff4ua^aid  pond  when  thereto 
requested  b}-  o«»i/ijyTr>rQoi  in  ti1P  rp^t^?  of  August  nml_^ej2tcmber,~not 
exceeding  six  workingdays  in  the  whole,  in  each  }*ear,  for  the  purpose 
Of  giving  said  Morse  n.n7^prtVnmU.yJ!2:>£2b'gp;incr  ^u4-  fnrryin^  out  mud, 
&c.,  as  long  as  there  may  be  mud  in  said  polrrrr?HMLjioJpnger."  It 
was  upon  this  clause  that  the  present  action  was  brought.  In  the  same 
agreement  are  other  covenants,  some  concerning  Morse's  land  and 
Cook's  mill  pond,  and  some  concerning  the  discontinuance  and  costs  of 
certain  actions  then  pending  between  Cook  and  Morse.  Cook  does  not 
covenant,  in  express  terms,  for  his  heirs^or  assigns. 

It  was  contended  BytEe  plaintiff  tnatthe^covtmant  above  recited  was 
a  covenant  running  with  the  land,  and  therefore  binding  upon  the  de- 
fendants, who  derive  their  title  to  their  estate  as  heirs  of  Cook,  as  to 
four  fifths  thereof,  and  as  assignees  by  quitclaim,  of  one  of  his  heirs,  as 

1  In    Wiffcjins  Ferry  Co.  v.  Ohio  &  Miss.  R.  Co.,  94  111.  83  (1879),  a  ferry  company, 
owning  land  independent  of  its  ferry,  granted  to  a  railroad  company  certain  easements 
over  said  land,  and  the  railroad  companTT  m  conSldl'liU'uiil'Thereof,  covenanted  with 
the  ferry  company  always  to  employ^he  ferry  company  to  carry  its  freight  and  passen- 
across  thelT^&n     TLu  fl'STicTTises  and  property  of  the  railroad  company  were  as- 


signed to  another  company.     It  was  held  that  the  covenant  did  not  run  against  the 
latter  company.  ^"  ~ 
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to  the  other  fifth.  And  this  construction  was  supported  at  the  trial, -TW, 
against  the  objection  of  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff  claimed  the  right  ^X. 
to  take  the  mud,  &c.,  for  the  purpose  of  manuring  his  land. 

The  plaintiff  requested  the  defendants  to  draw  off  the  pond  in  Septem- 
ber, 1835,  in  order  that  he  might  get  out  the  mud,  but  the  defendants 
refused. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  a  right  to  dig  and  carry  out  the  mud  in  and 
from  every  part  of  the  pond  ;  but  the  defendants  contended  that  he 
limited  to  the  line  of  his  own  land,  which  runs  through  the  pond,  the 
plaintiff  owning  the  land  on  one  side,  and  the  defendants  owning  the 
land  on  the  other  side  of  this  line.  The  judge  ruled  the  point  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff. 

While  Cook  was  in  the  occupation  of  the  pond,  the  plaintiff  enjo}'ed 
the  privilege  of  taking  the  mud,  and  afterwards,  whenever  he  requested 
to  have  the  pond  drawn  off,  until  1835.  Cook  died  in  1833. 

It  was  proved  that  the  defendants  made  a  lease  of  their  estate,  sub- 
ject to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  have  the  pond  drawn  off  and  to  take  the 
mud,  according  to  the  covenant,  and  that  they  afterwards  permitted  the 
lessee  to  keep  up  the  pond,  contrar}-  to  the  covenant,  in  consideration 
that  the  lessee  would  permit  them  to  have  the  ice  which  should  be 
on  the  pond. 

The  plaintiff  proved  that  there  was  a  great  quantity  of  mud  in  the 
pond ;  and  the  jury  were  directed  to  inquire  particularly  whether  the 
damage  would  have  been  more  or  less  if  the  plaintiff  had  been  restrained 
to  dig  on  his  own  land  under  the  pond,  for  the  year  1835.  The  jury 
found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  §25,  as  the  damages  sustained  in 
1835  ;  and  they  found  that  there  was  so  great  a  quantity  of  mud  upon 
his  own  land  that  it  would  have  made  no  difference  that  j'ear  whether 
he  had  been  restricted  to  his  own  land,  or  had  taken  mud  from  any 


other  part  of  the  pond.  \J? 

The  questions  reserved  were  :  1  .  Whether  the  covenant  ran  with  the         "flvj2-' 
land,  and  was  binding  upon  the  defendants  as  the  heirs  of  the  cove' 
nantor;  2.  Whether  the  privilege  extended  to  the  whole  pond,  or  was 
restricted  to  the  plaintiff's  own  land  under  the  pond. 

Mellen  and  Choate,  for  the  defendants. 

G.  T.  Bigelow,  for  the  plaintiff.  t^j     ~J>  i 

WILDE,  J.,  afterward  drew  up  the  opinion  of  the  court.  The  defend- 
ants  are  charged,  as  the  heirs  of  Stephen  Cook,  their  ancestor,  with  the 
breach  of  a  covenant  niade  by  him  with  the  plaintiff,  and  the  question 
submitted  to  the  com-t  is,  whether  this  covenant  is  such  as  is  binding 
upon  the  heirs  of  the  covenantor?  And  the  decision  of  this  question 
depends  on  another,  namely,  whether  the  covenant  is  a  real  covenant, 
running  with  the  land,  which  the  defendants  inherit  from  their  ancestor, 
the  covenantor? 

It  is  generally  true,  as  has  been  argued  by  the  defendants'  counsel, 
that,  bj*  the  principles  of  the  common  law,  the  heir  is  not  bound  by  the 
covenant  of  his  ancestor,  unless  it  ba  stipulated  by  the  terms  of  the 

Y^y- 
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covenant  that  it  shall  be  performed  by  the  heir ;  and  unless  assets  de- 
gcend  to  him  from  his  ancestor  sufficient  to  answer  the  charge.  Platt 
on'Cov.  449;  Dyer,  14  a,  23  a ;  Barber  v.  Fox,  2  Sauncl.  136.  If, 
therefore,  the  heir  be  not  named  in  the  covenant,  it  will  be  binding  onh' 
on  the  covenantor,  his  executors  and  administrators,  although  the  heir 
may  take  by  descent  from  the  covenantor  assets  sufficient  to  answer  the 
claim. 

Bnt.  this  principle  is  not  to  be  applied  to  real  covenantsj-unning  with 
the  land  granted  or  demised,  and  to  which  the  covenants  ai-c^attaolicd 
*       fDTTfoiTpurpose  of  secUririg~to  the  one  party  the  full  benefit  of  the  grant    ^ 
*/6r  demise,  or  to  the  other  party~the  consideration  on  which  the~granT~~" 
/  or  demise  was  made.     Such  covenants  are  said  to  be  inherent  in  the 
and  will  bind  the  heir  or  the  assignee  though  not  named.     For  as 
he  is  entitled  to  all  the  advantages  arising  from  the  grant  or  demise,  it 
reasonable  that  he  should  sustain  all  such  burdens  as  are  annexed 
to  the  land.     Platt  on  Cov.  65. 

When  a  covenant  is  said  to  run  with  the  land,  it  is  obvious!}"  implied 
that  he  who  holds  the  land,  whether  by  descent  from  the  covenantor,  or 
his  express  assignment,  shall  be  bound  by  the  covenant.     The  heir 
•»  ivv          toay  ke  pharged  as  an  assignee,  for  he  is  an  assignee  in  law,  and  so  an 
•^       "ve*x'*'"te"xecutor  may  be  charged  as  the  assignee  of  the  testator.     Derisley  v. 
Custance,  4  T.  R.  75  ;  Jac.  Law  Diet.  Assigns.     And  a  devisee  may 
"^  lx^J^/De  charged  in  the  like  manner,  and  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  any  cov- 
enant running  with  the  land.     Kinydon  v.  Nottle,  4  Maule  &  Selw.  53. 
If  then  the  covenant  in  question  runs  with  the  land,  it  is  clear  that 
the  defendants  are  liable ;  and  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  heirs  and 
of  the  covenantor  are  named  in  the  covenant,  or  not,  quia 
«ru.»ot«  terra  cum  onere.     Bally  \.  Wells,  3  Wils.  29. 

To  create  a  covenant  which  will  run  with  the  land,  it  is  necessary 
that  there  should  be  a  privity  of  estate  between  the  covenantor  and  cov- 
enantee.     Spencer's  Case,  5  Co.  16 ;    Cole's  Case,  Salk.  196  ;  3  Wils. 
/V^     C,,<J$f>  Webb  v.  Russell,  3  T.  R.  402;  Kcppell  v.  Bailey,  2  Mylne  & 
l)*^  Keen,  517  ;  Vyoyan  v.  Arthur,  1  Barn.  &  Cressw.  410.    In  these  cases, 
and  in  most  of  the  cases  on  the  same  subject,  the  covenants  were  be- 
;0     fa  0    tween  lessors  and  lessees ;  but  the  same  privity  exists  between  the 
0  **  grantor  and  grantee,  where  a  grant  is  made  of  any  subordinate  interest 

the  reversion  or  residue  of  the  estate  being  reserved  by  the 


grantor,  all  covenants  in  support  of  the  grant,  or  in  relation  to  the  ben- 
eficial enjoyment  of  it,  are  real  covenants  and  will  bind  the  assignee. 
r  This  principle  is  decisive  of  the  present  action.  It  appears  by  the 
deed  of  Stephen  Cook,  the  defendants'  ancestor,  to  William  Hull,  that 
the  former  conveyed  to  the  latter  a  tract  of  land  adjoining  the  mill  pond 
question,  "  with  the  full  and  free  privilege  of  using  and  improving 
pond  within  certain  limits,  with  the  full  liberty  of  ingress 
and. egress,  to  dig  out  and  cany  awa}'  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  soil 
in^said  pond,  and  to  divide  the  same  pond,  as  described  in  the  deed, 
and  distinct  fish  ponds/^-^ 


William  Hull  convej'ed  the  premises  to  the  plaintiff;  after  which, 
putes  arose  between  Cook  and  the  plaintiff  relative  to  their  respective 
rights,  and  for  settling  the  same  they  entered  into  sundry  covenants  in 
relation  to  said  grant,  and  qualif\'ing  the  same  ;  for  the  breach  of  one 
of  which  this  action  was  brought.    .^t^the  ^me  these  covenants  were 
made,  there  was  a  privity  of  estate  betweerTEne  parties  in  tbafpart 
the  mill  pond  described  in  the  grant  to  HulT     'i'ue  covenant  in  questionV^v 
was  made  in  reference  to  the  plaintiff's  right  and  interest  under 


grant,  and  was  manifestly  intended  to  confirm  it,_and  to  "st?GiireJiie 
plaintiff  in  thee^ovmentjiiereof.     This  covenant,  therefore,jipO-Q  the 
principles  stated,  is  a  real  covenant,  running  with^the  land, 
binding  on  the  Betrs^f  the  covenan 

Ju^fment  on  t 


JE^2L~    HURD  „.  CURTIS. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1837. 
[Reported  19  Pick.  459.] 

ACTION  of  covenant.  The  declaration  recites  that  in  1816  an  inden- 
ture of  four  parts  was  made  between  Simon  Elliot  and  Solomon  Curtis, 
of  the  first  part,  Moses  Grant,  of  the  second,  Hurd,  the  plaintiff,  and 
Charles  Bemis,  of  the  third,  and  John  "Ware,  of  the  fourth,  owners  of 


1  In  Fitch  v.  Johnson,  104  111.  Ill  (1882),  A.,  qgniniLa  mill  and  a  dam,  conveyed 
to  B.  the  mill  and  water  power  from  the  dam,  and  covenanted  to  keep  the~3am  in  re- 
pair. It  was  held  that  thTcovenant  ranjnjavor  of  the^purchase£jfjjie_mill  from  B. 
against  the-pmchaggr^of  the  dam  trom  A.  Tiie  court  says  :  "  While  itT  is  true  the  cases 
are  not  all  in  harmony  on  this  subject,  yet  we  are  of  opinion  that  by  the  decided  weight 
of  authority  the  doctrine  that  covenants  run  with  incorporeal  as  well  as  corporeal  here- 
ditaments is  fully  established,  and  where  the  owner  of  certain  premises  conveys  a  part 
of  them,  covenanting  that  the  purchaser,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  shall  enjoy  certain  per- 
manent rights  in  and  with  respect  to  the  premises  retained  by  the  grantor,  and  also 
covenants  in  the  conveyance  to  do  and  perform,  from  time  to  time,  certain  acts  which 
are  essential  to  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  purchased  premises,  as  was  done  in  this 
case,  such  covenant,  although  regarded  as  a  burden,  will  be  deemed  to  run  with  the 
servient  estate,  and  to  subject  the  assignee  thereof  to  its  performance.  The  acts  em- 
braced  within  the  covenant  being  essential  to  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  purchased 
estate,  it  must  be  assumed  their  performance  was  intended  by  the  parties  to  be  co-exten- 
sive  with  the  estate  conveyed,  which  was  one  of  unlimited  duration,  and  we  are  aware 
of  no  means  by  which  such  intention  can  be  made  certainly  effectual  except  by  holding, 
as  we  do,  the  covenant  runs  with  the  servient  estate,  and  that  the  assignee  thereof  is 
personally  liable  thereon.  The  principle  here  announced  is  no  new  doctrine  of  this 
court.  It  is  distinctly  recognized  in  Sterling  Hydraulic  Co.  v.  Williams  et  al.t  66  111. 
393  ;  Wiggins  Ferry  Co.  v.  Ohio  and  Mississippi  Ry.  Co.,  94  Id.  83  ;  and  also  in  Batavia 
Mfg.  Co.  v.  Newton  Wagon  Co.,  91  Id.  230." 

See  also  Lydick  v.  B.  &  0.  R.  R.  Co.,  17  W.  Va.  427  ;  Shaber  v.  St.  Paul  Water  Co., 
30  Minn.  179  ;  GUmer  v.  Mobile  E.  Co.,  79  Ala.  569. 
VOL.  ii.  —  29 
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the  mills  and  mill  privileges  on  the  upper  dam  of  Newton  Lower  Falls, 
to  wit,  two  paper-mills  and  a  saw-mill,  with  their  mill  privileges,  on  the 
Needham  side  of  the  river,  and  four  paper-mills,  one  fulling-mill  and  one 
saw-mill  with  their  mill  privileges,  on  the  Newton  side,  for  the  purpose 
of  fixing  the  quantity  of  water  which  the  several  parties  should  have  a 
\)l   right  to  draw  at  their  respective  mills  and  mill  privileges,  to  regulate 
4     the  use  of  the  same,  and  for  some  other  purposes  therein  set  forth,  did 
for  themselves,  their  heirs,  administrators  and  assigns,  respectively  cov- 
t  p^~      enant  and  agree  to  and  with  each  other  and  their  respective  heirs,  ad- 
.  ***  ^ininistrators,  and  assigns,  that  the  six  paper-mills  and  the  fulling-mill 
^AJ£  b\'-*-    should  have  the  first  and  exclusive  right  to  the  use  of  the  water  when  no 
ran  to  the  paper-mills  and  fulling-mill  then  erected  and  used  or  that 
might  be  erected  and  used  on  the  six  paper-mill  privileges  and  fulling-mill 
/   privilege  than  should  be  necessary  to  work  them  to  advantage,  and  that 
|X  t*P\  the  saw-mill  owned  by  Kurd  and  Bemis  should  have  the  second  right  of 
jlf    •  water,  or  the  first  right  to  the  overplus  water  ;  that  all  the  paper-mills  and 
the  fulling-mill,  then  erected,  or  that  might  be  erected,  should  be  altered 
and  built  with  breast-wheels,  each  for  a  power  equal  to  carrying  two 
,    paper  engines,  in  the  paper-mills,  and  for  a  power  equal  to  canring  a 
""  fulling  and  wool-carding  machine  in  the  fulling-mill,  that  all  the  gates 
of  all  the  mills  or  breast-wheels  should  be  drawn  from  the  same  level, 
should  be  on  a  level  with  some  permanent  mark,  to  be  made  by 
consent  of  the  parties ;  that  the  respective  parties,  and  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  should  have  a  right  to  substitute  and  erect  any  other  mills, 
works,  or  machinery,  in  the  place  of  those  then  erected,  provided  the 
new  mills,  works,  and  machinery  should  require  no  greater  power  than 
the  mills,  works,  and  machinery  which  the  parties  had  a  right  to  erect 
taficl  use  by  virtue  of  the  indenture.     The  declaration  then  avers  that,  at 
the  time  of  the  making  of  the  indenture,  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of 
one  undivided  half  of  the  saw-mill  on  the  Newton  side,  and  of  the  first 
right  to  the  overplus  water,  and  that  Berais  was  the  owner  of  the  other 
*    'ju-  undivided  half;  that  in  1817  Bemis  conveyed  his  half  to  the  plaintiff; 
•    that  the  two  paper-mills  and  paper-mill  privileges  on  the  Newton  side, 
which  belonged  to  Elliot  and  Solomon  Curtis,  and  the  fulling-mill,  with 
the  privilege  of  water  to  work  a  fulling  and  wool-carding  machine,  which 
^belonged  to  Ware,  have,  since  the  making  of  the  indenture,  been  con- 
veyed to  the  defendants,  and  these  two  paper-mill  privileges  and  the  full- 
ing-mill privilege  have,  for  eleven  years  last  past,  been  used  and  occupied 
by  the  defendants ;  that  the  defendants  had  due  notice  and  full  knowl- 
edge of  the  covenants  and  agreements  in  the  indenture  set  forth,  on  the 
part  of  Ware,  Elliot,  and  S.  Curtis,  and  their  respective  heirs,  adminis- 
trators and  assigns,  to  be  kept  and  performed,  and  that  the  same  are 
binding  upon  the  defendants  ;  yet.  that  the  defendants  have  erected  and 
,used  and  now  use,  on  their  two  paper-mill  privileges,  breast-wheels 
obJuL  constructed  for  a  power  much  more  than  equal  to  carrying  two  paper- 
^-Vl -/->  ^«\>engines  in  each  of  their  paper-mills,  to  wit,  for  a  power  equal  to  carry- 
ing six  paper-engines  in  each  oL  their  paper-mills,  and  have  acl 


carried  the  same,  and  on  the  fulling-mill  privilege  they  have  erected  and 

used  breast-wheels  for  a  power  more  than  equal  to  carrying  one  fulling  , 

and   wool-carding   machine,   to   wit,  for   a   power  equal   to   caffyifip//*/wr* 

four  fulling  and  wool-carding  machines,  and  have  actually  carried 

same ;  and   have   also  substituted   and  actually  used   in  the  place  of (/\~  /^0 

the   mills,  works,  and  machinery  used   on   the  two  paper-mill   privi-  A  J   '  A 

leges  and  the  fulling-mill  privilege,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of 

indenture,  others  which  require  a  much  greater  power  to  carry  the  same/ 

than  those  which  the  defendants  have  a  right  to  erect  and  use  thereon 

by  virtue  of  the  indenture ;  whereby  the  plaintiff  has  lost  the  use  and' 

benefit  of  his  saw-mill  and  of  his  first  right  to  the  overplus  water,  as 

secured  to  him  by  the  indenture. 

The  defendants  demurred. 

J.  Mason  and  F.  Dexter,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

Choate  and  £?.  T.  Bigdow,  for  the  plaintiff. 

WILDE,  J.,  afterward  drew  up  the  opinion  of  the  court.  The  plaintiff 
claims  damages  of  the  defendants  for  a  breach  by  them  of  certain  cove- 
nants contained  in  an  indenture  made  by  and  between  the  plaintiff  and 
several  other  persons,  who  were  owners  of  mills  on  Charles  River,  at 
Newton  Lower  Falls,  so  called,  the  object  and  intent  of  the  indenture 
being  to  limit  and  regulate  the  use  of  the  waters  of  the  river  at  their  re- 
spective mills.  The  defendants  were  not  parties  to  the  indenture,  but 
they  have  since  purchased  of  two  of  the  covenantors  their  mills  men- 
tioned in  the  indenture,  and  the  question  is,  whether  they  are  bound  as 
assignees  by  any  of  the  covenants  between  the  contracting  parties,  as  is 
alleged  in  the  declaration. 

To  make  a  defendant  liable  to  an  action  of  covenant  there  must  be  a 
privity  between  him  and  the  plaintiff.  Bally  v.  Wells,  3  Wils.  29.  As 
there  is  no  privity  of  contract  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants, 
it  follows  that  the  defendants  are  not  liable  in  this  action,  unless  there 
is  a  privity  of  estate  between  them.  Where  such  a  privity  exists  be- 
tween the  covenantor  and  the  covenantee,  and  the  covenantor  assigns 
his  estate,  the  privity  thereby  created  between  the  assignee  and  the 
other  contracting  party,  renders  the  former  liable  on  all  such  covenants 
as  regulate  the  mode  of  occupying  the  estate,  and  the  like  covenants 
concerning  the  same.  And  so  if  the  covenantee  assigns  his  estate,  his 
assignee  will  have  the  benefit  of  similar  covenants.  These  covenants 
are  annexed  to  the  land  and  run  with  it.  But  if  there  is  no  privity  of 
estate  between  the  contracting  parties,  the  assignee  will  not  be  bound 
by,  nor  have  the  benefit  of,  any  covenants  between  the  contracting  par- 
ties, although  they  may  relate  to  the  land  he  takes  by  assignment  or 
purchase  from  one  of  the  parties  to  the  contract.  In  such  a  case,  the 
covenants  are  personal  and  are  collateral  to  the  land. 

Covenants  for  title  may  be  considered  as  an  exception  to  the  general 
rule,  and  the  reason  for  the  exception  is  very  strong ;  for  nothing  can 
be  more  manifestly  just,  than  that  the  party  who  loses  his  land  by  a  de- 
fect of  title  should  have  the  benefit  of  the  covenants  which  were  intended 
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to  secure  an  indemnity  for  the  loss.  Such  a  covenant  is  dependent  on 
the  grant,  is  annexed  to  it,  as  part  and  parcel  of  the  contract,  and  runs 
with  the  land  in  favor  of  the  assigns  of  the  grantee  or  covenantee  ;  but 
there  is  no  exception  to  the  rule  that  no  covenant  will  run  with  the  land 
so  as  to  bind  the  assignee  to  perform  it,  unless  there  were  a  privit}"  of 
estate  between  the  covenantor  and  covenantee.  "It  is  not  sufficient," 
as  Lord  Kenyon  remarks  in  Webb  v.  Russell,  3  T.  R.  402,  "  that  a 
covenant  is  concerning  the  land,  but  in  order  to  make  it  run  with  the 
land  there  must  be  a  privity  of  estate  between  the  covenanting  par- 
ties." And  so  the  law  has  been  laid  down  in  all  the  cases  turning  on 
this  point  ever  since  Spencer's  Case. 

A  covenant  to  build  a  house  on  the  land  of  a  third  person,  is  a  mere 
personal  covenant ;  but  a  covenant  to  build  a  house,  or  a  new  wall,  on 
the  land  demised,  will  run  with  the  land  demised  and  bind  the  assignee, 
on  account  of  the  privity  of  estate  between  the  covenanting  parties. 
Spencer's  Case.  5  Co.  16. 

In  Cole's  Case,  1  Salk.  196,  a  house  had  been  leased,  excepting  two 
rooms,  and  free  passage  to  them.  The  lessee  assigned,  and  the  as- 
signee disturbed  the  lessor  in  the  passage  thereto,  and  for  this  disturb- 
ance the  lessor  brought  covenant.  The  action  was  maintained  because 
of  the  privity  of  estate  in  the  passage  ;  but  it  is  laid  down  as  clear  law, 
that  if  the  disturbance  had  been  in  either  of  the  rooms,  no  action  of  cov- 
enant would  have  lain,  because  the  rooms  were  excepted.  As  to  them 
there  was  no  privity  of  estate  between  the  parties. 

In  Vynyan  v.  Arthur,  1  Barn.  &  Cressw.  410,  the  owner  of  a  mill 
and  certain  lands  had  leased  the  latter  for  a  term  of  years,  yielding  and 
paying  certain  rents,  and  also  doing  suit  to  the  mill  of  the  lessor,  by 
grinding  all  such  corn  there  as  should  grow  upon  the  demised  premises  ; 
and  in  an  action  of  covenant  brought  b}-  the  assignee  of  the  lessor  of 
the  mill  and  the  reversion  of  the  lands,  against  the  lessee,  it  was  held 
that  the  reservation  of  the  suit  to  the  mill  was  in  nature  of  a  rent  ser- 
vice, .and  that  the  implied  covenant  to  render  it  was  a  real  covenant 
which  would  run  with  the  land  so  long  as  the  ownership  of  the  mill  and 
the  reversion  of  the  demised  premises  belonged  to  the  same  person.  It 
seems  to  be  difficult  to  reconcile  this  decision  with  the  second  resolution 
in  Spencer's  Case,  and  with  other  cases  in  which  it  has  been  decided 
that  a  covenant  of  a  lessee  to  build  a  house  upon  the  land  of  the  lessor, 
not  being  parcel  of  the  demise,  is  a  collateral  covenant  not  binding  oh 
the  assignee.  The  distinction  ma}*  be  between  covenants  of  this  sort 
which  are  in  the  nature  of  rent,  and  those  which  are  not.  But  however 
this  maj-  be,  the  decision  does  not  impugn,  but  confirms  the  doctrine 
laid  down  in  all  the  cases,  that  the  assignee  is  not  bound  by,  nor  is  he 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a  covenant,  unless  there  is  a  privity  of  estate 
between  the  covenanting  parties. 

Considering  tViiojrinnipio  na  ^1^  established  by  the  cases  cited,  and 
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ing  parties.  Their  estates  were  several,  and  there  was  no  grant  of  any 
interestmthe  rearestate~bf  either  partytcTwIncTi  the  covenants  could  be 
annexed.  The  stipulations  iu  the  indenture  cannot  be  Construed  as 
grants  and  covenants  at  the  same  time.  If  they  were  grants,  then  an. 
action  of  covenant  is  not  the  proper  remed}"  for  the  violation  of  them  ; 
and  if  covenants,  the  assignee  is  not  bound,  for  want  of  privity  of 
estate  between  the  parties. 

Nor  can  one  covenant  be  considered  as  a  grant,  and  the  other  as  a 
covenant,  for  the  stipulations  are  mutual,  and  if  one  is  to  be  construed 
as  a  grant,  the  other  should  be  construed  in  the  same  manner.  If  the 
stipulation  that  one  part}^  is  to  have  the  first  preference  of  the  use  of 
the  water  for  certain  mills,  is  to  be  construed  as  a  grant,  the  like  stipu- 
lation, that  the  other  party  shall  have  the  second  preference,  cannot 
consistently  be  construed  as  a  covenant.  And  we  ought  not  to  give  a 
strained  construction  to  the  indenture,  for  the  purpose  of  extending  the 
obligation  of  the  contract  to  those  who  were  not  parties  thereto.  All 
the  stipulations  are  covenants  in  form,  were  doubtless  considered  as 
such  by  the  contracting  parties,  and  must  be  so  construed.  As  such 
they  are  mere  personal  covenants,  according  to  all  the  authorities,  and 
cannot  be  otherwise  construed,  without  determining  that  all  covenants 
concerning  lands  are  real  covenants,  and  binding  on  the  assignee,  how- 
ever remote  ;  which  certainty  cannot  be  maintained,  either  upon  author- 
ity or  upon  principle.  Such  an  extension  of  the  obligation  of  covenants 
might  be  productive  of  great  mischief  and  confusion  of  rights  and  obliga- 
tions of  the  purchasers  and  owners  of  real  estate. 

Declaration  adjudged  insufficient. 


c^> 

SAVAGE  v.   MASON.  ij 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS. 
[Reported  3  Cush.  500.] 

ALL  the  facts  in  this  case  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the-^         — ^ 
court;  except  that  the  convej-ance,  therein  mentioned,  from  the  heirs  /  t 

of  Benjamin  Jo}%  to  John  F.  Loring  and  Henry  Andrews,  of  the  5th  of-'"' 
January,  1835,  was  one  of  the  defective  conveyances,  mentioned  in  the 
case  of  Sohier  v.  The  Massachusetts  General  Hospital,  3  Cush.  483  ; '/ 
so  that  the  plaintiffs,  as  to  a  portion  of  the  estate,  to  which  the\-  de-p 
rived  title  from  Loring  and  Andrews,  were  seised  ouly  of  an  estate  for.^. 
the  life  of  one  of  the  female  devisees  of  Benjamin  Joy.  y~ 

The  case  was  argued  by  J.  A.  Andrew,  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  by  B.  /u-'a-c  (r€\. 
Rand,  for  the  defendant.  -L       , 

FLETCHER,  J.     This  is  an  action  of  covenant.     The  plaintiffs  put  into       /     ^^ 
the  case  an  indenture,  of  which  the  following  are  extracts  :  — 

"  This  indenture  of  four  parts,  made  and  concluded  the  first  day  of 
June,   1^26,  by  and  between  HarrisonvGray  Otis,  Jonathan  Mason, 
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Benjamin  Joy,  and  William  Sullivan,  Esquires,  all  of  Boston,  in  the 
county  of  Suffolk,  and  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  witnesseth : 
Whereas  the  above-named  parties  are  before  the  ensealment  of  these 
presents  seised  in  fee  as  tenants  in  common  of  sundry  pieces  or  lots  of 
land,  situated  at  said  Boston,  in  the  westerly  part  thereof,  on  the  slope 
of  what  is  known  by  the  name  of  Mount  Vernon,  and  bordering  on 
Pinckney  Street,  Cedar  or  George  Street,  and  on  Sumner,  formerly 
called  Olive  Street,  which  pieces  or  lots  are  delineated  on  the  annexed 
plan,  and  which  are  hereinafter  particularly  described,  and  which  pieces 
or  lots  of  land  they  have  agreed  to  divide  between  them,  so  that  each 
of  the  said  parties  may  hold  his  part  thereof  in  severally,  to  him,  his 
heirs  and  assigns  forever,  as  is  hereinafter  particularly  expressed  and 
declared,  It  is  therefore  hereby  covenanted  and  agreed  by  and  between 
the  said  parties,  and  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
that  they  will  hereafter  stand  seised  of  the  premises  in  several!}-,  in 
the  manner  following :  "  — 

The  indenture  then  proceeds  to  describe  parti cularly  the  pieces  and 
lots  of  land  set  out  and  conveyed  in  severally  to  each  of  the  said  par- 
ties, and,  after  describing  the  same,  contains  the  following  clause : 

"And  it  is  hereby  agreed,  and  each  of  the  said  parties,  for  himself 
severally,  and  for  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
covenants  and  agrees  with  the  other  parties,  jointly  and  severally,  and 
with  their  and  each  of  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  that  the  following  shall  be  regarded  as  perpetual  and  funda- 
mental covenants,  conditions,  and  articles,  in  the  partition  by  these 
presents  made,  and  deemed  to  run  with  the  land  hereby  divided,  and 
that  all  deeds,  grants,  leases,  conveyances,  or  other  instruments,  what- 
soever, to  be  made  by  either  of  said  parties,  or  their  heirs  or  assigns,  of 
or  concerning  the  land  or  an}-  part  of  it,  hereby  set  off  and  divided  to 
him  iu  severally,  and  all  buildings  thereon  to  be  erected,  shall  be  and 
forever  remain  subject  to  all  and  singular  the  said  covenants,  condi- 
tions, and  articles,  by  each  of  them,  their  heirs  and  assigns  to  be  faith- 
fully kept  and  performed." 

The  third  of  these  perpetual,  fundamental  covenants  which  were  to 
run  with  the  land,  as  before  expressed,  was  as  follows  :  — • 

"  Third,  the  centre  of  party  walls,  of  ever}-  brick  or  stone  building, 
may  be  placed  upon  the  lines  dividing  said  lots  from  contiguous  lots, 
and  the  owner  of  such  contiguous  lots,  whenever  he  shall  make  use  of 
the  same,  in  any  building,  shall  pay  [for]  one  half  of  the  wall  by  him 
so  used." 

In  this  partition  among  the  parties  to  the  indenture,  lot  numbered 
thirty-six'  on  Pinckney  Street  was  set  off  and  conveyed  to  Benjamin 
Joy,  with  the  covenants  and  agreements  aforesaid. 

It  appeared,  that  this  lot  numbered  thirty-six  was  conveyed  by  the 
heirs  of  Joy,  on  the  5th  of  January,  1835,  to  John  F.  Loring  and  Henry 
Andrews,  and  by  Loring  and  Andrews,  by  a  deed  dated  November  29, 
1839,  to  Ezekiel  W.  Pike,  "together  with  all  the  rights,  easements, 
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and  privileges  thereto  belonging,  subject  to  all  the  conditions  and  re- 
strictions contained  in  a  certain  deed  of  division  made  between  H.  G. 
Otis  and  others,  dated,"  &c.  Pike  entered  upon  and  took  possession  of 
the  lot,  under  the  deed  to  him,  and  built  a  brick  dwelling-house  there- 
upon, and  placed  the  centre  of  the  party  wall  of  the  westerly  side  of  the 
house  upon  the  line  dividing  lot  thirty-six  from  the  contiguous  lot 
thirty-seven,  on  the  plan  referred  to  in  the  indenture. 

Pike,  by  a  deed  dated  December  1,  1840,  conveyed  lot  numbered 
thirty-six  to  Luther  S.  Gushing  and  wife,  "  together  with  all  the  rights, 
easements,  and  privileges  thereto  belonging,  and  the  house  thereon 
standing,  and  subject  to  all  the  restrictions  and  conditions  contained  in 
a  certain  deed  of  division  made  between  H.  G.  Otis  and  others,"  &c. 
Gushing  and  wife,  by  a  deed  dated  December  1,  1841,  conveyed  the 
same  estate  to  the  plaintiffs,  "  together  with  the  said  dwelling-house, 
with  all  the  rights,  easements,  and  privileges  thereto  belonging,  and 
subject  to  all  the  conditions  and  restrictions  "  referred  to  in  the  said 
last  above-named  deed.  The  plaintiffs  thus  trace  a  title  to  themselves 
to  lot  numbered  thirty-six  from  the  said  Benjamin  Joy. 

It  further  appeared,  that  in  the  partition  made  by  the  indenture 
above  mentioned,  lot  numbered  thirty-seven,  which  was  contiguous  to 
lot  numbered  thirty-six,  was  set  off  and  conveyed  to  Jonathan  Mason, 
named  in  the  indenture,  with  the  covenants  and  agreements  aforesaid, 
and  that  the  same  lot  numbered  thirty-seven  was  set  off  to  the  defend- 
ant, as  one  of  the  heirs  of  the  said  Jonathan  Mason,  upon  a  division  of 
his  estate. 

It  was  also  in  evidence,  that  while'  the  defendant  held  and  was  the 
owner  of  lot  numbered  thirty-seven,  set  off  to  him  as  aforesaid,  a  brick 
dwelling-house  was  erected  thereupon,  the  easterh"  wall  of  which  was 
the  wall  of  the  plaintiffs'  house,  the  centre  of  the  westerly  side  of  which 
had  been  placed  upon  the  party  line,  as  aforesaid,  on  or  before  the  first 
day  of  July,  1844,  and  the  wall  of  the  plaintiffs  house  thereupon  and 
thereafter  used.  . 

On  the  23d  of  December,  1845,  a  formal  demand  was  made  by  the 
plaintiff's  upon  the  defendant,  for  the  value  of  the  wall  so  used,  which 
not  being  paid,  this  suit  was  brought  to  recover  one  half  the  value  of 
the  partition  wall  belonging  to  the  plaintiffs,  according  to  the  covenant 
and  provision  in  the  indenture  of  partition. 

It  appeared,  further,  that  by  an  agreement  dated  March  llth,  1844, 
between  the  defendant  and  Joseph  Lincoln  and^gbex  Ta.ylnr1  f,frf>  ^P-  f- 
fendant  agreed  to  convey  lot  numbered  thirty-seven  to  them,  at  any 
time  within  three  years  from  the  llth  of  March,  1844,  upon  the  per- 
formance of  their  undertaking  to  build  a  brick  dwelling-house  on  the 
same  lot  within  a  time  specified,  and  to  pay  the  defendant  for  the  lot  a 
specified  sum  at  a  time  stated. 

By  a  deed  dated  November  8th,  1844,  the  defendant  conveyed  lot 
numbered  thirty-seven  to  Lincoln  and  Taylor,  with  the  dwelling-house 
by  them  erected  thereon,  subject  to  all  and  singular  the  covenants,  con- 
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ditions,  and  articles  contained  in  the  indenture  of  partition  between 
H.  G.  Otis  and  others. 

It  appeared,  that  the  sum  of  8300,  the  agreed  value  of  one  half  of 
said  wall,  was  paid  by  Lincoln  and  Taylor,  under  a  bond  of  indemnity, 
to  Ezekiel  W.  Pike,  above  mentioned,  after  the  completion  of  the 
house  on  lot  numbered  thirty-seven,  in  September,  1844. 

Several  points  were  stated  in  the  argument,  but  the  only  one  which 
requires'any^oirsideration.a.nd  the  one~olrwhidi  the  decision  turns.  IBT- 
wheiherTbe  covenant  Tin~ 


waff  of  buildings  to  be  placed  on  the_h'nes  divjdjingJlie-lQts,  ITnd  pro- 
vidingToE-tno  use  of  -amTTpaymenFfoF  anr.h  wall,  and  on_whiclTcove- 
nant  this  action  is  founded,  is  a  covenant  running  with  the_land. 

A  mere  statement  of  the  covenant  would  seem  sufficient  to  remove  all 
doubt  or  question  on  this  point.  In  the  indenture  of  partition,  the 
several  parties  agree  and  bind  themselves  and  their  representatives, 
that  certain  covenants,  conditions,  and  articles  therein  contained  shall 
be  regarded  as  perpetual  and  fundamental,  and  deemed  to  run  with  the 
land  thereby  divided,  and  that  all  conveyances  or  other  instruments 
whatsoever,  to  be  made  of  or  concerning  the  land,  or  any  part  of  it, 
and  all  buildings  thereon  to  be  erected,  shall  be  and  forever  remain 
subject  to  all  and  singular  the  said  covenants,  conditions  and  articles. 

The  third  of  these  perpetual  and  fundamental  covenants,  which  the 
parties  expressly  declared  should  run  with  the  land,  provides  that  the 
centre  of  party  walls  of  every  brick  or  stone  building  may  be  placed 
upon  the  lines  dividing  said  lots  from  contiguous  lots,  and  that  the 
owner  of  such  contiguous  lot,  whenever  be  shall  make  use  of  the  same 
in  any  building,  shall  pay  for  one  half  of  the  wall  by  him  so  used. 

The  intention  of  the  parties  to  the  indenture,  that  this  covenant 
should  run  with  the  land,  is  express  and  clear.  The  provision  in  ques- 
tion is  a  most  reasonable  one,  and  no  doubt  was  considered  by  the  par- 
ties, and  in  fact  is,  highly  beneficial,  and  not  burdensome,  to  the  land. 

A  covenant  is  said  to  run  with  the  land,  when  either  the  liability  to 
perform  it  or  the  right  to  take  advantage  of  it  passes  to  the  assignee  of 
the  land.  The  liability  to  perform,  and  the  right  to  take  advantage  of, 
this  covenant,  both  pass  to  the  heir  or  assignee  of  the  land,  to  which 
the  covenant  is  attached.  This  covenant  can  by  no  means  be  consid- 
ered as  merely  personal,  or  collateral,  and  detached  from  the  land. 
There  was  a  privity  of  estate  between  the  covenanting  parties  in  the 
land  to  which  the  covenant  was  annexed.  The  covenant  is  in  terms 
between  the  parties  and  their  respective  heirs  and  assigns  ;  it  has 
direct  and  immediate  reference  to  the  land  ;  it  relates  to  the  mode  of 
occupying  and  enjoying  the  land  ;  it  is  beneficial  to  the  owner  as  owner, 
and  to  no  other  person  ;  it  is  in  truth  inherent  in  and  attached  to  the 
land,  and  necessaruV  goes  with  the  land  into  the  hands  of  the  heir  or 
assignee. 

According  to  the  report  of  the  case,  the  defendant  must  be  defaulted.1 

1  "We  concede  the  general  doctrine,  as  contended  for  by  appellant's  counsel,  that 
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LYON  v.  PARKER. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MAINE.     1858. 
[Reported  45  Me.  474.] 

ACTIOK  of  covenant  broken.  In  his  writ,  which  is  dated  December 
1,  1856,  the  plaintiff  dec-lares,  in  substance,  that  on  the  4th  day  ° 
April,  1849,  the  defendant  byhis  deed,  for  a  valuable  consideration, 
received  jrf  AbnerrCoburTT  ancTothers  (named),  owners  of  mills,  dams 
and  water  power  on  Skowhegan  Falls,  bound  and  obliged  himself  to, 
and  with  each  of  the  before-named  persons,  and  to  and  with  each  of  the 
grantees  of  either  and  all  of  them,  and  therein  and  thereby  covenanted 
and  agreed  jointly  and  severally  with  each  and  all  of  the  before-named 
persons,  and  with  each  and  all  of  the  grantees  of  either  and  all  of  them, 
that  he  would  build  a  dam  from  &c.,  and  would  ^eep^the~san3e^in  per- 
fect repair  for  the  term  of  twenty  }'ears. 

That  plaintiff  afterwards  became  part  owner,  by  purchase  from  Abner 
Coburn  and  others,  of  a  paper-mill  and  of  a  saw-mill,  and  of  the  water 
power  aforesaid ;  that  defendant  has  failed  to  perform  his  covenants, 
whereby  the  said  plaintiff  has  been  damnified. 

The  defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue  and  by  brief  statement  set 
forth,  —  (1)  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  a  part}'  to  the  obligation  declared 
upon ;  (2)  that  his  co-tenants  are  not  joined  with  him,  nor  (3)  are  the 
obligees  in  said  bond  joined  in  said  action  ;  (4)  the  performance  of  said 
writing ;  (5)  a  waiver  and  discharge  of  his  covenants  by  the  obligees 
in  said  obligation  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit. 

At  the  trial  the  plaintiff  introduced,  without  objection,  a  cop}'  of  the 
obligation  declared  upon  ;  also  deeds,  from  some  of  the  obligees  named 
in  the  defendant's  writing,  conveying  to  plaintiff  an  undivided  part  of 
certain  of  the  mills,  and  of  the  dam  and  water  power.  Whereupon  the 
case  was  withdrawn  from  the  jury  to  be  submitted  to  the  full  court,  on 
report  of  the  case  by  Tenney,  C.  J.  And  if,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court, 

where  the  relation  of  Jandlord  and  tenant  does  a«t^  exist,  only  such  covenants  as  are 
beneficial  tojfcto- tjatate  wilLrun  with  the  land:  but  we  do  not  regard  the  doctrine  as 
applicable  to  pa«ggjg]iprp.  adjacent  proprietors  have,  as  in  the  present  case,  so  con- 
tracted as  to  create  mutual  easeme'nts  upon  each  other's  estates,  and  entered  into  cove- 
nants with  resnest-to  the  aame.  The  new  relation  thus  created,  being  of  an  intimate 
character,  involving  reciprocal  duties  with  respect  to  each  other's  estates,  may  be  re- 
garded as  an  equivalent  for  the  absence  of  tenure,  so  as  to  give  effect  to  all  covenants 
without  regard  to  whether  they  are  beneficial  or  onerous.  However  this  may  be,  it  is 
clear  the  rule  contended  for  does  not  seem  to  be  applied  in  this  class  of  cases."  Roche  v. 
Ullman,  104  111.  11,  20  (1882). 

See  Richardson  v.  Tobey,  121  Mass.  457  ;  Sharp  v.  Cheatham,  88  Mo.  498. 
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the  action  is  maintainable,  it  is  to  stand  for  trial ;  otherwise,  the  plain- 
tiff to  become  nonsuit 

Abbott,  for  plaintiff. 

Coburn  and  Wyman,  for  the  defendant. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  drawn  up  by 

APPLETON,  J.  It  appears  that  the  defendant  on  April  4,  1849,  by 
his  bond  of  that  date,  "became  bound  and  obliged  jointly  and  seve- 
rally "  to  Abner  Coburn  and  others,  "  owners  of  mills,  dams  and  water 
power  on  Skowhegan  Falls,"  and  also  "  unto  the  grantees  of  either  or 
all  of  them  "  (naming  the  obligees  in  the  bond),  "  to  complete,  main- 
tain and  keep  in  good  and  perfect  repair,  at  all  times,  for  and  during 
twenty  years  from  the  first  of  April,  A.  D.  1849,  said  dam,"  &c.,  &c. 

The  plaintiff,  as  grantee  of  some  of  the  obligees  named  in  the  bond, 
brings  this  action  to  recover  damages  for  the  injuries  he  has  sustained 
by  reason  of  the  defendant's  failure  to  perform  his  covenants. 

It  is  a  familar  principle  of  law,  that  a  bond  or  contract  under  seal 
cannot  be  assigned  so  as  to  enable  the  assignee  to  maintain  an  action 
in  his  own  name.  If  the  bond  had  been  made  to  Coburn  and  others, 
and  their  assigns,  it  would  not  be  pretended  that  an  assignee  could 
maintain  an  action  on  it  in  his  own  name.  It  does  not  strengthen  the 
plaintiff's  right  of  action  because  his  only  claim  as  assignee  arises  not 
from  an  assignment  upon  the  bond,  but  by  deed  from  some  of  the 
assignees. 

The  defendant  is  a  stranger  to  the  title.  He  contracts  with  certain 
individuals  to  do  work  upon  a  dam  belonging  to  the  obligees  in  the 
bond.  The  covenant  is  personal.  There  is  no  privitj-  of  contract  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  for  the  plaintiff  was  no  party  to 
the  bond  when  it  was  executed. 

Neither  is  there  any  privity  of  estate.  "It  is  not  sufficient,"  sa}'s 
Lord  Kenyon,  in  Webb  v.  Russell,  3  T.  R.  402,  "  that  a  covenant  is 
concerning  the  land,  but  in  order  to  make  it  run  with  the  land,  there  must 
be  a  privity  of  estate  between  the  covenanting  parties."  There  being 
neither  privity  of  contract  nor  of  title,  the  action  is  not  maintainable. 
Plymouth  v.  Carver,  16  Pick.  183 ;  Hurdv.  Curtis,  19  Pick.  458. 

Plaintiff  nonsuit. 

TENNET,  C.  J.,  RICE,  CUTTING,  MAY,  and  GOODENOW,  JJ.,  concurred. 
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MAINE  v.   CUMSTON. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1867. 
[Reported  98  Mass.  317.] 

CONTRACT  for  the  cost  of  half  of  a  division  wall.  In  the  Superior 
Court  the  following  facts  were  agreed  :  — 

On  May  16,  1859,  the  city  of  Boston,  in  consideration  of  a  bond  of 
William  E.  Blanchard  for  payment  of  a  certain  sum  of  money,  executed 
a  written  agreement  to  convey  to  him,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  a  lot  of 
land  on  Worcester  Square,  numbered  37  on  a  plan  of  similar  (includ- 
ing the  adjoining)  lots  owned  by  the  city  and  not  built  upon,  which 
agreement  contained  the  following  condition:  "So  long  as  said  lot 
remains  unoccupied  by  a  building,  the  said  Blanchard,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  shall  permit,  free  of  charge,  the  proprietor  of  each  adjoining 
lot  who  may  build,  to  erect  one  half  of  the  thickness  of  division  wall  on 
said  lot  numbered  37,  and  the  said  Blanchard,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
shall  pay  to  the  said  proprietor  so  erecting  said  wall,  a  proportional 
part  of  the  cost  thereof  for  such  part  of  the  said  wall  as  he,  the  said 
Blanchard,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  ma}7  use  or  occupy  ;  and  the  said 
Blanchard,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  shall,  when  he  erects  or  the}*  erect  a 
building  on  said  lot,  build  one  half  of  the  thickness  of  division  wall  on 
each  adjoining  lot  which  may  be  unoccupied."  On  September  4,  1860, 
under  a  power  contained  in  the  agreement,  Blanchard,  by  an  instrument 
indorsed  thereon,  directed  the  city  "  to  convey  the  within  described 
premises,  subject  to  the  within  terms  and  conditions,  to  Samuel  T. 
Ames  or  his  assigns ; "  and  Ames  then  built  a  house  on  the  lot,  and, 
in  so  doing,  erected  the  half  of  the  division  wall  in  question  on  the 
adjoining  lot  numbered  36.  The  city  then  conveyed  the  premises  to 
Ames  by  deed  dated  September  5,  1861,  containing  a  repetition  of  the 
conditions  expressed  in  the  agreement  of  May  16,  1859,  and  setting 
forth  that  "  the  building  now  standing  on  said  lot  37  has  been  erected 
in  conformit}'  with  the  requirements  of  the  foregoing  conditions ;  "  and 
Ames,  on  December  14,  1861,  conveyed  the  premises  "with  all  the 
privileges  and  appurtenances  to  the  same  belonging,"  "  subject  to 
the  conditions,  restrictions  and  reservations  contained  in  the  deed  of 
the  same  from  the  city  of  Boston  to  said  Ames,"  to  David  W.  Cunning- 
ham, who  b}-  a  similar  deed  conveyed  them  to  the  plaintiff. 

On  October  16,  1862,  the  city  executed  to  the  defendant  an  agree- 
ment for  the  sale  of  the  adjoining  lot  numbered  36,  containing  a  condi- 
tion as  to  that  lot  similar  to  the  condition  above  quoted  from  the 
agreement  of  the  city  with  Blanchard ;  and  thereupon  the  defendant 
took  possession  of  the  lot,  and  in  the  spring  of  1863,  after  the  conve}r- 
ance  by  Cunningham  to  the  plaintiff,  built  a  house  thereon,  and  in  so 
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doing  used  that  part  of  the  division  wall  of  the  plaintiffs  house  which 
had  been  built  thereon.  On  November  23,  1863,  after  the  defendant 
had  finished  his  house,  the  city,  at  his  request,  conveyed  lot  36  to  one 
Horswell,  and  the  defendant  never  had  a  deed  thereof.  After  this,  the 
plaintiff  made  demand  of  the  defendant  for  the  cost  of  one  half  of  said 
division  wall.  This  demand  was  refused,  but  subsequently,  on  like 
demand  by  Ames,  the  defendant  paid  to  Ames  said  amount. 

On  these  facts,  judgment  was  ordered  for  the  plaintiff;  and  the 
defendant  appealed. 

J.  P.  Healy,  for  the  plaintiff. 

J.  P.  Converse^  for  the  defendant. 

BIGELOW,  C.  J.  We  have  no  doubt  of  the  liability  of  the  defendant 
for  the  cost  of  the  partition  wall  which  he  made  use  of  in  constructing 
the  house  on  the  lot  of  land  adjoining  that  of  the  plaintiff.  The  prop- 
erty in  the  whole  wall  passed  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  deed  under  which 
he  claims  title.  So  far  as  it  was  erected  on  land  which  belonged  to  the 
city  and  which  the  defendant  agreed  to  purchase,  it  was  placed  there 
by  consent  of  the  city,  the  owner  of  the  fee,  under  an  agreement  that 
it  should  there  remain,  as  part  of  the  house  now  belonging  to  the  plain- 
tiff, until  it  was  used  as  a  partition  wall  by  the  owner  of  the  lot  on 
which  it  stood.  Construing  the  contract  of  the  parties  according  to 
their  intent  and  with  reference  to  the  subject-matter,  it  is  clear  that  the 
rights  and  obligations  of  the  purchaser  of  the  plaintiffs  lot,  and  of  the 
city,  as  to  a  partition  wall  which  might  be  erected  on  the  premises 
under  the  stipulations  contained  in  the  bond  and  deed  from  the  city, 
were  to  belong  to  and  be  binding  on  those  who  should  subsequently 
become  owners  or  entitled  to  build  on  the  two  adjacent  lots  on  which 
such  partition  wall  might  be  built. 

The  plaintiff,  under  his  deed,  which  contained  an  express  reference 
to  the  terms  of  the  original  purchase  from  the  city,  had  a  right  to  main- 
tain the  whole  wall  as  part  of  his  house,  until  the  city  or  some  one 
claiming  title  under  the  city  built  on  the  adjacent  land  and  made  use  of 
the  partition  wall  or  some  part  of  it.  When  that  took  place,  then  the 
plaintiffs  property  in  that  part  of  the  wall  on  the  adjacent  lot  ceased, 
except  so  far  as  he  might  claim  a  right  or  easement  of  support  in  it  as 
a  partition  wall,  and  he  became  entitled  to  recover  the  cost  of  its 
erection.  He  can  recover  this  cost  of  the  defendant,  because  the  latter 
accepted  a  bond  and  agreement  of  the  city  which  contained  an  express 
stipulation  that  he  should  pay  it  whenever  he  erected  a  building  on  the 
land  on  which  the  wall  stood.  The  doctrine  is  perfectlj'  well  settled, 
that,  when  a  party  accepts  a  deed-poll  or  instrument  in  the  nature  of  a 
deed-poll,  by  which  he  obtains  a  right  or  interest  in  property  on  condi- 
tion or  with  a  stipulation  that  he  shall  pay  a  sum  of  money  or  perform 
a  certain  duty,  he  becomes  thereby  bound  to  pay  the  money  or  perform 
the  duty.  Not  having  signed  and  sealed  the  deed,  he  is  not  liable  for 
breach  of  covenant ;  but  by  accepting  the  deed  he  assumes  the  per- 
formance of  the  condition  or  stipulation,  from  which  the  law  will  imply 


STANDISH   V.   LAWRENCE.  461 

a  promise  on  which  an  action  may  be  maintained.  Guild  v.  Leonard, 
18  Pick.  511 ;  Newell  v.  Mill,  2  Met.  180;  Pike  v.  Brown,  1  Cush. 
133.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff .l 
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SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1872. 

[Reported  111  Mass.  111.] 

CONTRACT  against  Abbott  Lawrence,  Charles  H.  Parker,  and  Aaron 
D.  Hubbard,  executors  of  the  will  of  T.  Bigelow  Lawrence.  Writ 
dated  December  19,  1870.  The  case  was  submitted  to  the  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  on  an  agreed  statement  of  facts  substantially  as 
follows :  — 

The  testator  and  William  W.  Goddard,  being  owners  of  a  tract  of 
laud  on  Beacon  Street  in  Boston,  entered  into  an  indenture  with  the 
plaintiff,  dated  April  23,  1860,  wherein  they  covenanted,  "  for  them- 
selves, their  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,"  to  convey  to  him  a 
lot  of  land,  part  of  the  tract,  by  a  warranty  deed,  upon  payment  by 
him  of  a  certain  sum  ;  and  he  covenanted,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  execu- 
tors, and  administrators,  to  pay  said  sum  within  a  3~ear,  and  within 
sixty  days  to  begin  to  build  a  dwelling-house  on  the  lot.  The  inden- 
ture contained  the  following  clause :  "  And  it  is  further  understood  and 
agreed  between  the  said  parties,  that  each  of  the  side-walls  of  the 
house  on  this  lot  is  to  be  placed  as  a  partition  wall,  one  half  on  this 
and  one  half  on  the  next  adjoining  lot,  and  that  when  the  adjoining  lot 
is  built  upon  and  the  wall  used,  the  owner  of  said  adjoining  lot  is  to  pay 
one  half  of  the  cost  of  such  part  of  the  wall  as  is  used  by  him,  and  that 
the  deed  of  said  lot  is  to  be  made  conformably  to  this  agreement." 

The  plaintiff,  in  the  course  of  1860,  built  a  party  wall  in  accordance 
with  the  agreement ;  one  half  on  said  lot,  and  one  half  on  the  land  of 
the  testator  and  Goddard,  adjoining  said  lot  on  the  east ;  and  in  1861 

1  See  Richardson  v.  Tobey,  121  Mass.  457  ;  Tomblin  v.  Fish,  18  Bradw.  439. 

"Cases,  therefore,  where  parties  are,  by  the  deed  under  which  they  take  title,  given 
one  half  of  a  wall  as  a_p_arty^wall  when  or  upon  eojaZgazzn^Lmakiuu  payment.  u»d 
cases  in  which  the  owneroTone  lot  has  JiMmgjhTnwTiPr  nft^^fjjmn^ng^TlTrS^nilrl 
a  wall  for  himself,  resttng  »uelutlFofjt_jn]eacbjQtr  and  reservjngjKejmvtteges  of 
thereafter  purchasing  one  haTTEhirwall  as  a  party  Vail,  are  not  analogous^  Tn  all  snch 
cases  the  title  to  the  whole  wall  may  be  regarded  as  appurtenant  to  the  lot  of  the 
builder,  and  so  passing,  by  every  conveyance  of  it,  until  a  severance  of  the  half  by  the 
payment  of  the  purchase  money.  The  sale  of  the  half  of  the  wall  does  not  occur,  nor 
the  title  to  it  pass,  in  those  cases,  until  the  payment  is  made  ;  and  so  necessarily  it  is, 
constructively,  a  sale  by  the  assignee  of  so  much  of  the  wall.  His  right  to  the  pur- 
chase money  is  not  because  he  is  the  assignee  of  a  covenant  running  with  the  land,  but 
because  he  is  the  vendor  of  so  much  of  the  wall."  Gibson  v.  ffolden,  115  111.  199, 
206  (1885). 
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the  testator  and  Goddard  conveyed  the  said  lot  to  the  plaintiff,  in 
conformity  with  the  agreement. 

By  quitclaim  deed,  dated  July  29,  1862.  the  testator  conveyed  his 
undivided  moiety  of  so  much  of  said  tract  as  remained  unsold,  includ- 
ing said  land  adjoining  the  lot  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff,  to  Abbott 
Lawrence.  This  deed  contained  no  reference  to  any  part}*  wall.  By  a 
written  declaration  of  trust,  executed  simultaneously  with  the  deed, 
Abbott  Lawrence  declared  that  the  deed  was  made  to  him  "  in  order 
that  he  might,  during  the  contemplated  absence  of  said  T.  Bigelow 
Lawrence,  for  his  benefit,  in  conjunction  with  said  William  W.  Goddard, 
make  sale"  of  the  land,  in  whole  or  in  part,  as  opportunity  might 
occur ;  and  that  he  had  no  other  right,  title  or  interest  in  the  premises. 
The  deed  was  recorded,  but  the  declaration  of  trust  was  not. 

In  18G4  Abbott  Lawrence  and  Goddard  conveyed  to  John  Wool- 
dridge  said  land  adjoining  the  plaintiffs  lot,  by  a  deed  containing  this 
clause  :  "  This  conveyance  is  made  upon  the  agreement  that  the  grantee 
and  his  heirs  and  assigns  shall  pa}-  on  demand  to  the  owners  thereof, 
one  half  the  cost  of  the  brick  partition  wall  now  standing  upon  the  west 
side  of  the  granted  land  and  that  about  to  be  built  on  the  east  side  of 
the  granted  premises,  or  such  part  or  parts  of  both  side  walls  as  he  or 
they  may  use,  when  and  as  he  or  they  shall  use  the  same,  including 
therein  one  half  the  cost  of  the  stone  and  pile  foundation." 

In  1866  Wooldridge  conveyed  the  land  thus  conveyed  to  him  to 
Albert  H.  Kelsey,  by  a  deed  setting  forth  that  the  conveyance  was  sub- 
ject to  the  stipulations  and  agreements  in  the  deed  to  Wooldridge ;  and 
Kelsey  built  a  house  thereon,  using  the  party  wall  which  the  plaintiff 
had  built.  The  plaintiff  demanded  payment  for  the  wall  from  Wool- 
dridge and  from  Kelsey,  but  they  did  not  pay  him,  and  he  afterwards 
demanded  payment  from  the  defendants,  who  were  appointed  executors 
of  the  testator's  will  upon  his  death  in  1869. 

The  Superior  Court  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defend- 
ants appealed. 

T.  8.  Dame,  for  the  plaintiff. 

J.  J,  Storrow,  for  the  defendants. 

WELLS,  J.  As  against. Goddard  and  Lawrence,  and  their  grantees 
with  notice,  their  indenture  with  and  deed  to  the  plaintiff  gave  him  the 
right  to  build  a  party  wall  upon  the  boundary  line  of  his  land,  and  to 
own  the  entire  wall,  with  right  of  support,  until  the  adjoining  owner 
should  build  and  use  it.  Thereupon  such  adjoining  proprietor  would 
be  bound  to  pay  one  half  the  cost  of  the  wall,  and  be  entitled  to  become 
owner  of  the  same  in  common  with  himself.  Maine  v.  Cumston,  98 
Mass.  317. 

The  subsequent  purchaser  of  the  adjoining  land,  by  whom  the  wall 
was  used  for  the  purposes  of  building  thereon,  took  his  title  with  full 
notice  of  these  rights  of  the  plaintiff.  By  the  terms  of  his  deed,  the 
obligation  was  imposed  upon  him  to  "  pay  on  demand  to  the  owners 
thereof,  one  half  the  cost  of  the  brick  partition  wall  now  standing  upon 
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the  west  side  of  the  granted  land."  With  such  notice  of  the  plaintiff's 
rights,  he  could  not  avail  himself  of  the  use  of  the  wall  without  com- 
pliance with  the  terms  under  which  it  had  been  built.  If  he  should  so 
use  it,  the  law  would  imply  an  assumpsit  for  one  half  the  cost. 

•^CJagre  is  no  stipulation  for  the  pav_menl_D£-tWs~sinir  by  the  party  to  V 
the  indentured    The  tluuuo  I'dtetTondefines  what  are  to  be  the  rights  ' 
of  parties  who  may  be  or  become  owners  of  the  adjoining  lots  ;  and  the 
liability  for  the  payment  arises  out  of  the  exercise  of  those  rights.    The 
only  covenant  of  the  testator  upon  which  the  defendants  could  be  held 
is  that  "  the  deed  of  said  lot  is  to  be  made  conformabty  to  this  agree- 
ment."    As  understood  by  both  parties,  this  covenant  applies  to  the 
conveyance  of  the  lot  adjoining  that  of  the  plaintiff. 

There  has  been  a  substantial,  if  not  a  literal,  compliance  with  this 
stipulation.  The  deed  by  which  the  adjoining  lot  passed  from  the 
actual  control  of  the  plaintiff's  grantors,  and  under  which  alone  its 
present  owner  has  any  title,  was  "made  conformably  to  this  agree- 
ment." All  rights  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  under  his  agree- 
ment have  thus  been  fully  secured  to  him,  and  he  has  no  cause  of 
action  against  these  defendants.  Judgment  for  the  defendants. 


JOY  v.  BOSTON  PENNY  SAVINGS  BANK. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1874. 

[Reported  115  Mass.  60.] 

CONTRACT  to  recover  one  half  the  cost  of  a  division  wall  used  by  the 
defendant. 

In  the  Superior  Court  the  following  facts  were  agreed  : 

"The  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  the  estate  on  Washington  Street,  in 
Boston,  described  in  the  deed  of  Amos  A.  Lawrence  to  him,  dated  April 
11,  1866,  and  recorded  with  Suffolk  deeds,  lib.  875,  folio  187.  Law- 
rence derived  his  title  to  said  estate  from  Gideon  Currier,  by  deed, 
dated  August  13,  1864,  and  recorded  with  Suffolk  deeds,  lib.  847,  folio 
63.  The  defendant  corporation  is  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  estate, 
which  is  described  in  the  deed  of  Job  A.  Turner  and  others  to  it,  dated 
July  8,  1867,  and  recorded  with  Suffolk  deeds,  lib.  904,  folio  172. 
Turner  and  others  acquired  their  title  to  the  estate  under  the  deed  from 
Hiram  Johnson,  dated  November  21,  1866,  and  recorded  with  Suffolk 
deeds,  lib.  889,  folio  241. 

"It  is  also  agreed,  if  the  evidence  is  admissible  and  competent 
against  any  objections  and  exceptions  which  the  defendant  could  take 
thereto,  that  before  Currier  had  acquired  by  deed  his  title  to  the  land 
now  owned  by  the  plaintiff,  but  after  he  had  bargained  therefor  and 
taken  a  bond  for  the  conveyance  thereof  to  him  upon  the  performance 
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by  him  of  the  conditions  of  the  bond,  Johnson  signed  and  delivered  to 
Currier  a  paper  writing,  dated  November  7,  1857,  whereby  Johnson, 
in  consideration  of  one  dollar  paid  by  Currier,  covenanted  and  agreed 
to  and  with  Currier,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  '  that  the  said  Currier  may 
erect  or  cause  to  be  erected  one  half  the  stone  and  brick  wall  which  he 
is  about  to  build  on  the  dividing  line  between  the  estate  belonging 
to  said  Hiram  Johnson,  .  .  .  and  estate  of  said  Currier,  .  .  .  and 
that  I,  the  said  Hiram  Johnson,  will  my  heirs  and  assigns  pay  or  cause 
to  be  paid  to  said  Currier,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  one  half  the  cost  of 
erecting  said  wall,  whenever,  and  as  soon  as  I,  my  heirs,  or  assigns, 
shall  use  the  same.'  This  instrument  was  not  under  seal,  and  it  was 
not  acknowledged,  but  it  was  recorded  with  Suffolk  deeds,  lib.  880,  folio 
58,  on  June  9,  1866.  The  deeds  under  which  the  plaintiff  derived  his 
title  made  no  mention  of  the  division  wall.  The  deeds  under  which  the 
defendant  derived  its  title,  described  the  estate  as  bounded  by  a  Jine 
running  through  the  middle  of  the  brick  partition  wall,  '  which  wall  was 
built  by  said  Currier,  one  half  on  the  granted  land,  and  one  half  on  his 
land  according  to  an  agreement  recorded  with  Suffolk  deeds,  lib.  880, 
folio  58.'  Currier  erected  a  building  on  the  land  now  owned  by  the 
plaintiff,  placing  one  wall  thereof,  one  half  on  this  land  and  one  half  on 
the  land  now  owned  by  the  defendant,  before  he  conveyed  his  estate  to 
Lawrence  as  aforesaid.  The  defendant,  after  its  purchase  of  its  estate 
as  aforesaid,  erected  a  building  thereon,  and  made  use  of  the  wall  built 
by  Currier  partly  on  each  of  the  two  estates  as  aforesaid." 

On  the  foregoing  facts  the  Superior  Court  rendered  judgment  for  the 
defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  appealed  to  this  court. 

J.  P.  Healey,  for  the  plaintiff. 

A.  C.  Clark,  for  the  defendant. 

WELLS,  J.  By  his  contract  with  Johnson,  and  subsequent  erection 
of  a  wall  upon  the  division  line,  Currier  acquired  no  interest  in  the 
adjoining  land,  and  retained  no  title  in  that  part  of  the  wall  which 
extended  bej^ond  his  own  line.  He  could  not  hold  it  as  realt}*,  because 
he  had  nothing  but  a  simple  contract,  which  could  have  no  greater  force 
in  law  than  as  a  license ;  nor  as  personalty,  because,  by  the  terms  of 
the  agreement  under  which  he  built  the  wall,  it  was  not  removable,  but 
intended  to  become  permanent  and  annexed  to  each  lot  as  real  prop- 
erty. The  plaintiff,  therefore,  by  acquiring  Currier's  interest  in  the 
land,  acquired  no  interest  in  that  part  of  the  division  wall  which  rested 
upon  the  adjoining  lot.  Even  if  the  defendant,  by  reason  of  the  clause 
in  the  deeds  by  which  its  title  was  derived  referring  to  the  contract, 
and  by  the  use  of  the  wall,  might  be  held  chargeable  for  the  cost  of  the 
half  so  used,  there  is  no  privit}*  of  contract  or  estate  which  will  enable 
the  plaintiff  to  recover  it  in  an  action  at  law.  The  contract  was  merel}' 
a  personal  one  with  Currier.  The  right  to  enforce  it  would  not  pass 
with  the  land  as  an  appurtenance,  and  there  is  nothing  in  Currier's 
deed  to  show  an  intent  that  it  should  pass ;  nor  is  such  a  contract 
assignable  at  law. 
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The  case  differs  essentially  from  Maine  v.  Cumston,  98  Mass.  317, 
and  Standish  v.  Lawrence,  111  Mass.  111.  The  plaintiff  shows  no 
right  to  recover,  and  the  judgment  for  the  defendant  is 

Affirmed. 


COLE  v.   HUGHES. 

NEW  YORK  COMMISSION  OF  APPEALS.     1873. 
[Reported  54  N.  Y.  444.] 

APPEAL  from  judgment  of  the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court  in 
the  Second  Judicial  District,  affirming  a  judgment  of  the  City  Court  of 
Brooklyn  in  favor  of  defendant,  entered  upon  the  decision  of  the  court 
upon  trial  without  a  jury. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  value  of  a  party  wall. 

In  July,  1861,  D.  Jj>.J£oofb£ea  and  Thomas  Dean  owned  adjoining 
premises  in  the  ^it^_of_Brpokl3'n.  Dean  being  about!  to  erect  a  brick 
house  upon  his  lot,  an  agreement  in  writing  was  entered  into  between 
the  parties,  by  whicn  it^was  agreed  that  the  western  wall  of  said  build- 
ing  should  be  a  party  wall,  to  be  built  one  bait'  on  each  lot,  and  Voor-^ 
hees  covenanted  Uial_wii5TfeveThe,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  should  use  said 
wall,  he  or  thev^gojuld  jpay  Dean  or  assigns  the  value  of  the  part  so 
used.  The  building'  was  built,  and  said  agreement  was  recorded,  and 
•was  subsequently  assigned  to  plaintiff.  Dean  sold  and  conveyed  his 
premises  to  other  parties.  The  Voorhees  lot  passed  by  various  mesne 
conve}-ances  to  defendant,  who,  in  1867,  built  upon  it,  using  the  party 
wall  in  question. 

Upon  these  facts  the  court  held  the  plaintiff  not  entitled  to  recover, 
and  directed  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint. 

Judgment  was  entered  accordingly. 

D.  P.  Barnard,  for  the  appellant. 

James  L.  Campbell,  for  the  respondent. 

EARL,  C.  By  the  agreement  of  July  1,  1861,  the  parties  agreed  that 
the  wall,  then  being  built,  should  be  and  remain  a  party  wall.  Voor- 
hees assented  that  Dean  might  erect  the  wall  for  their  common  benefit, 
and  that  whenever  he,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  should  use  the  same,  he  or 
they  would  pay  him,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  for  such  part  of  the  wall  as 
should  thus  be  used.  Subsequently  Dean  conveyed  his  lot  to  one  per- 
son, and  his  right  to  compensation  for  the  use  of  the  party  wall  under 
the  agreement  to  another,  under  whom  the  plaintiff  holds. 

The  first  question  to  be  determined  is.  whether  the  right  to  compen- 
sation is  in  the  plaintiff  or  in  the  owner  of  the  lot.  It  is  claimed  that  it 
passed  to  the  grantee  of  the  lot  on  the  ground  that  the  covenant  to  pay 
ran  with  the  land.  To  this  I  cannot  assent.  When  Dean  conveyed,  he 
conveyed  all  his  interest  in  the  lot,  and,  as  appurtenant  thereto,  in  the 
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party  wall.  For  this  interest  the  grantee  paid,  and  he  got  all  he  paid 
for.  There  can  be  no  reason  in  equity  why  he  should  also  receive  pay- 
ment for  some  portion  of  the  cost  of  building  the  party  wall.  Voorhees 
covenanted,  in  a  certain  event,  to  pa}'  this  to  Dean.  Ikjgas  a  chose  in 
action  which  was_due  or  might  be  due  him.  It  was  in  no  wayattached 
to  the  Deaa4etr-  The  money  to  be  paid  was  not  for  anything  done  upon 
the  Dean  lot,  but  for  something  which  had  been  done  upon  the  Voor- 
hees lot,  and  it  no  more  passed  to  his  grantee  than  it  would  if  he  had 
built  a  house  upon  the  Voorhees  lot,  using  the  party  wall,  and  Voor- 
hees had  agreed  to  pa}'  him  whenever  he  or  his  heirs  or  assigns  should 
use  or  occupy  it.  The  covenant  to  pay  was  in  no  sense  for  the  benefit 
of  the  Dean  lot,  but  solely  for  the  benefit  of  Dean,  and  therefore  did 
not  pass  to  the  grantee  of  the  lot.  It  was  so  held  in  Pennsylvania  in 
Todd  v.  Stokes,  10  Penn.  State  R.  155;  Gilbert  v.  Drew,  Id.  219; 
Davids  v.  Harris,  9  Id.  503.  These  cases  expressly  hold  that  the 
right  to  reimbursement,  for  the  use  of  a  part}*  wall,  is  personal  to  the 
first  builder,  and  does  not  pass  by  his  grant  of  the  lot,  house,  and 
appurtenances.  It  is  claimed,  however,  that  these  cases  were  based 
upon  a  special  Statute  of  that  State  which  altered  the  common  law  rule. 
The  Statute  referred  to  was  passed  February  24,  1721,  and  provided 
that  "  the  first  builder  shall  be  reimbursed  for  one  moiety  of  the  charge 
of  the  party  wall,  or  for  so  much  as  the  next  builder  shall  use,  before 
he  breaks  into  the  wall."  This  Statute  imposed  upon  the  second  builder 
the  liability  to  pay  in  the  absence  of  any  agreement  to  pay,  and  under 
this  Statute  the  courts  held  that  the  right  to  compensation  was  a  mere 
chose  in  action,  and  did  not  pass  from  the  first  builder  by  his  mere 
grant  of  the  land.  But  I  do  not  think  this  holding  was  based  upon  the 
wording  of  the  Statute.  That  gave  the  right  to  compensation,  and 
then  the  courts  held  that  this  right  was  of  such  a  nature  as  not  to  pass 
by  the  grant  of  the  land.  So  here  the  agreement  provides  for  the  same 
thing  that  the  Statute  did  in  those  cases,  and  for  precisely  the  same 
reason  the  right  to  compensation  was  personal  to  Dean,  a  mere  chose  in 
action,  which  did  not  pass  to  his  grantee  of  the  land.  I  find  no  author- 
ity in  conflict  with  this  conclusion,  unless  it  be  the  case  of  JBurlock  v. 
Peck,  2  Duer,  90,  and  with  the  reasoning  of  the  learned  judge  who 
wrote  the  opinion  in  that  case,  I  am  not  entirely  satisfied. 

The  next  important  question-to-be  considered  is,  wneiher^thg  jigree- 
ment  of  Voorhees  to  compensate  Deanrgn_wjlh-tk€  VoorhcesUxit^  so  as 
to  bind  hisr*SlT5sequent  grantees^  T~do  not  think  it  did.  At  the  time 
Voorhees  made  the  covenant  he  received  no  interest  in  land,  and  granted 
none.  He  simply  assented  that  Dean  might  build  one  half  of  the  wall 
upon  his  land,  and  then  he  agreed  in  a  certain  contingency,  which 
might  or  might  not  happen,  that  he  would  compensate  him.  He  did  not 
convey  to  Dean  any  land  upon  which  the  wall  was  built.  They  con- 
tinued to  own  the  land,  as  before,  in  severalty,  and,  except  for  the 
agreement,  Voorhees  could  have  used  the  party  wall  at  any  time  with' 
out  making  compensation.  Sherred  v.  Cisco,  4  Sand.  Sup.  C.  R.  480  ; 
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Partridge  v.  Gilbert,  15  N.  Y.  601 ;  2  Washburn  on  Real  Property, 
334. 

Dean's  right  to  compensation  was  in  no  wa}*  charged  upon  the  Voor- 
hees  lot.  There  was,  therefore,  no  privity  of  estate  between  Voorhees 
and  Dean.  There  was  simply  privity  of  contract  between  them,  and 
upon  that  relation  alone  could  Dean  enforce  the  covenant.  Upon  such 
a  state  of  facts  it  is  too  clear,  upon  authority,  to  be  doubted  that  the 
burden  of  the  covenant  did  not  run  with  the  Voorhees  lot.  It  is  far 
from  being  true,  as  seems  to  be  claimed  b^y  the  learned  counsel  for  the 
appellant,  that  a  covenant  always  runs  with  the  land  when  it  affects 
and  has  distinct  relation  to  it. 

There  is  a  wide  difference  between  the  transfer  of  the  burden  of  a 
covenant  running  with  the  land,  and  of  the  benefit  of  the  covenant, 
or,  in  other  words,  of  the  liabilit}*  to  fulfil  the  covenant,  and  of  the 
right  to  exact  its  fulfilment.  The  benefit  will  pass  with  the  land  to 
which  it  is  incident,  but  the  burden  or  liability  will  be  confined  to  the 
original  covenantor,  unless  the  relation  of  privity  of  estate  or  tenure 
exists  or  is  created  between  the  covenantor  and  covenantee  at  the  time 
when  the  covenant  is  made. 

The  obligation  of  all  contracts  is  ordinarity  limited  to  those  by 
whom  they  are  made,  and  if  privity  of  contract  be  dispensed  with,  its 
absence  must  be  supplied  by  privity  of  estate.  Hurd  v.  Curtis,  19 
Pick.  459  ;  Harsha  v.  Reid,  45  N.  Y.  415  ;  Keppell  v.  Bailey,  2  Myl. 
&  K.  517;  1  Smith's  Leading  Cases,  English  and  American  Notes  to 
Spencer's  Case;  2  Washburn  on  Real  Property,  262  and  263.  In 
Hurd  v.  Curtis,  Wilde,  J.,  declared  that  the  rule,  that  no  covenant 
can  run  with  the  land  so  as  to  bind  the  assignee  to  perform  it,  unless 
there  was  a  privity  of  estate  between  the  covenantor  and  covenantee, 
was  without  exception.  Washburn  in  his  learned  work  says  "  that 
when  one  who  makes  a  covenant  with  another  in  respect  to  land, 
neither  parts  with,  nor  receives  any  title  or  interest  in  the  land,  at  the 
same  time  with  and  as  part  of  making  the  covenant,  it  is  at  best  a  mere 
personal  one,  which  does  not  bind  his  assignee ;  and  that  such  cove- 
nants, and  such  onh',  run  with  land  as  concern  the  land  itself,  in 
whosesoever  hands  it  may  be,  and  become  united  with,  and  form  a  part 
of  the  consideration  for  which  the  land  or  some  interest  in  it  is  parted 
with  between  the  covenantor  and  covenantee."  And  he  illustrates  the 
rule  by  saj'ing,  "  when  one  of  two  adjacent  owners  of  land  covenanted 
with  the  other  that,  if  he  would  erect  a  part}*  wall  between  their  es- 
tates, the  former  would  pay  the  latter  for  one  half  of  it  whenever  he 
should  use  it,  it  was  held  to  be  a  personal  covenant,  and  not  to  run 
with  the  land  so  as  to  bind  the  purchaser  of  the  covenantor's  land,  who 
should  erect  a  building  against  the  party  wall,"  citing  Hloch  v.  Isham, 
16  Am.  Law  Reg.  8,  decided  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Indiana,  and 
Weldv.  Nichols,  17  Pick.  543. 

It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  must  fail  to  recover  upon  the 
covenant,  unless  there  is  something  in  the  claim  that  the  defendant  is 
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liable,  because  he  purchased  with  constructive  notice  by  the  record  of 
Voorhees'  covenant.  Even  if  he  purchased  with  such  notice,  he  did  not 
become  liable  in  an  action  at  law  upon  the  covenant.  In  Keppell  v. 
Bailey,  supra,  Chancellor  Brougham  says:  "The  knowledge  by  an 
assignee  of  an  estate  that  his  assignor  had  assumed  to  bind  others  than 
the  law  authorizes  him  to  affect  by  his  contracts,  had  attempted  to 
create  a  real  burden  upon  propert}-  which  is  inconsistent  with  the 
nature  of  that  property,  and  unknown  to  the  principles  of  the  law, 
cannot  bind  such  assignee  by  affecting  his  conscience."  (See  also  1 
Smith's  Leading  Cases,  note  to  Spencer's  Case,  133.) 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  neither  the  benefits  nor  burdens  of 
this  covenant  run  with  the  land,  and  that  the  judgment  should  be 
affirmed  with  costs. 

All  concur.  Judgment  affirmed.1 


NATIONAL  BANK  AT  DOVER  v.  SEGUR. 

NEW  JERSEY  SUPREME  COURT.     1877. 

[Reported  39  N.  J.  L.  173.] 

ON  demurrer  to  the  declaration. 

The  articles  of  agreement  sued  on,  commenced  in  these  words,  viz. : 
"  Agreement  made  this,  &c.,  between  Anson  G.  P.  Segur,  of,  &c.,  of 
the  first  part,  and  Hudson  Hoagland,  of,  &c.,  of  the  second  part, 
witnesseth." 

The  substance  of  the  agreement  was,  that  -Sggini would  sell  and  con- 
vey to^joflffljipd  aj^rtflin  lot  and  banking-house.  Afte?this  stipula- 
tion, then  followed  these  recitals  and  covenants,  to  wit,  — 

"And  whereas,  thejjajd^Segur  is  now  engaged  in  the  business  of 
banking  as  a  privata^hajikpr  fa  Dover  aioresaid  ;  and  whereas,  the  said 
Hoagland  intendsj^  n°fim'int»  hitr'srlf_witirbther  persons  to  organize  a 
banking  association,  to  be  located  and  to  do  business IcT  Dover  afore- 
said, and  expects  to  convey  said  lot  oT^land  and~~Banking^hou8e  to  said 
banking  association  when  organized  and  read}*  to  commence  business,  to 
be  occupied  and  used  by  said  association  ;  and  whereas,  it  is  a  part  of  the 
consideration  of  this  sale  of  said  lot  and  banking-house,  that  said  Segur 
shall  withdraw  from  the  business  of  banking,  and  not  engage  in  the 
same  at  an}-  time  within  ten  years  in  the  borough  of  Dover  aforesaid : 

"  Now  it  is  further  agreed  between  the  said  parties,  and_§aidSegur 
doth  hereby  cosecant  and  agree  with  the  said  Hoagland,  that  as  soon 
as  said  new  banking_company  or  association  so  e-rppctpd^ to  be~oTga- 
nized,  or  any  banking  -eo»paflv_tojwhom  thesaid  Hoagland,  his  heirs 

1  That,  in  a  party  wall  indenture,  of  a  covenant  to  pay  for  half  the  cost  when  the 
wall  is  used,  the  burden  does  not  run  with  the  land,  see  Scott  v.  McMillan,  76  N.  Y. 
141  ;  that  the  benefit  does  not  run,  see  Todd  v.  Stokes,  10  Pa.  155  ;  Bloch  v.  Isham,  28 
Ind.  37  ;  Gibson  v.  Holden,  115  111.  199. 
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or  assigns,  mayhereafter  leg.^  convey_or_assign  said  premises  and 
bankingrfiouse^oT~any  part  of  the  same^shajT  commence  the  business 
of  banking  therein,  then  and  from  thencefortb7TEe~~5HTd  Segur  shall 
withdraw  in  good  faith,  as  soon  as  practicable,  from  the  business  of 
banking  in  said  borough  of  Dover,  and  shall  abstain  from  recejyfag  or 
accepting  any  money  on  deposit  as  a  banker  therein ;  and  shall  not,  at 
any  time  for  the  space  of  the  ten  years  thereafter,  engage,  directly  or 
indirectly,  in  the  business  of  banking  in  said  borough  of  Dover,  either 
as  a  private  banker,  a  capitalist  or  as  a  shareholder  or  director  in  or  as 
an  officer  or  employe  of  an}-  banking  company  or  association,  or  sav- 
ings bank,  located  in  or  doing  business  in  said  borough  of  Dover ;  pro- 
vided, that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  construed  as  preventing 
said  Segur  from  being  a  shareholder  in  or  an  officer  or  employe  of  any 
banking  company  or  savings  bank  which  ma}',  at  any  time,  be  the 
owner  or  occupant  of  the  lot  of  land  hereby  agreed  to  be  conveyed,  or 
any  portion  thereof. 

"  And  it  is  further  agreed  and  understood  that  this  covenant  on  the 
part  of  said  Segur  to  abandon,  abstain  from,  and  not  engage  in  the 
business  of  banking  in  said  borough  of  Dover  for  the  period  of  ten 
years,  is  made  for  the  benefit  of  said  Hoagland,  as  the  owner  of  said 
lot  of  land  and  banking-house,  and  shall  attach  to  and  run  with  the 
same  in  the  hands  of  any  heir  or  heirs,  assignee  or  assignees,  grantee 
or  grantees  of  said  Hoagland  ;  and  in  case  of  any  breach  of  the  same 
by  said  Segur,  an  action  may  be  maintained  thereon  against  him  by  the 
person  or  persons  or  body  corporate  who  shall,  at  the  time  of  such 
breach,  be  the  owner  of  the  fee  simple  of  said  lot  of  land  so  hereby 
agreed  to  be  conveyed  ;  and  it  is  further  agreed,  in  order  to  insure  the 
observance  by  said  Segur  of  his  said  covenant,  to  abandon,  abstain 
from,  and  not  engage  in  the  business  of  banking,  for  the  period  afore- 
said, in  Dover  aforesaid,  that  in  case  of  any  breach  thereof  by  him,  the 
damages  to  be  recovered  in  any  action  against  him  for  such  breach, 
shall  be  and  they  are  hereby  fixed  and  liquidated  by  the  parties  hereto 
at  the  sum  of  $10,000. 

"  In  witness  whereof,  the  parties  have  hereunto  set  their  hands  and 
seals  the  day  and  year  first  above  written. 

(Signed)  ANSON  G.  P.  SEGUR.  [L.  s.] 

H.  HOAGLAND.  [L.  s.] 

"  Signed,  sealed  and  delivered  in  the  presence  of 

Words  '  according  to  said  plans  and  specifications  '  interlined  on  second 
page,  and  the  word  '  possible '  erased,  and  the  word  '  practicable,'  on 
third  page,  written  in  its  place. 

(Signed,)  H.  C.  PITNEY." 

The  declaration  also  showed  a  conveyance  of  the  premises  in  ques- 
tion from  Hoagland  to  the  plaintiff,  and  averred  that  they  were  still  the 
owners  thereof. 

Argued  at  November  Term,  1876,  before  BEASLEY,  C.  J.,  and  SCUD- 
DER,  DIXON,  and  REED,  JJ. 
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For  the  plaintiff,  H.  C.  Pitney. 

For  the  defendant,  J.  Vanatta,  Attorney-General. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

BEASLEY,  C.  J.  The  contention  on  the  part  of  the  defence,  on  the 
argument  of  this  demurrer,  was,  that  the  right  of  action  disclosed  in 
the  record  was  not  resident  in  the  plaintiff.  The  deed  in  suit,  in  its 
commencement,  purports  to  be  made  between  Segur,  of  the  first  part, 
and  Hoagland,  of  the  second  part ;  and  it  was  insisted  that  when  a 
sealed  instrument  is  so  conditioned,  the  suit  must  be  by  the  formal 
party  to  it.  The  plaintiff  is  the  grantee  of  the  premises  sold  to  Hoag- 
land, and  claims  the  right  to  enforce,  in  its  own  name,  the  agreement, 
by  virtue  of  the  last  clause  in  it,  which  is  to  the  effect  that  in  case  of  a 
breach  of  the  covenant  now  sued  on,  the  right  of  action  shall  be  in  the 
owner  in  fee  of  the  land.  Two  questions  are  thus  presented  to  the 
attention  of  the  court :  First,  whether,  when  a  deed  is  in  form  inter 
partes,  and  it  contains  a  covenant  to  a  third  person,  such  third  person 
may  sue,  in  his  own  name,  for  a  breach  of  such  particular  covenant,  it 
appearing  in  the  instrument  to  have  been  the  intention  to  confer  such 
right ;  and,  second,  whether  such  covenant  exists,  and  such  intention 
appears  in  the  present  instrument. 

[The  Chief  Justice  then  proceeded  to  consider  these  questions,  and 
answered  them  both  in  the  affirmative.  This  part  of  the  opinion  is 
omitted.  He  then  continued  :] 

But  again,  even  if  I  had  j'ielded  to  the  view  so  forcibh1  presented  to 
the  consideration  of  the  court,  which  is  directly  opposite  to  that  just 
expressed,  and  had  concluded  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  party  to  this 
agreement,  so  as  to  give  him  an  ability,  as  such,  to  sue  upon  it,  yet, 
nevertheless,  I  should  have  thought  this  action  maintainable. 

This  result,  in  m}-  opinion,  would  have  been  justifiable,  on  the  ground 
that  the  covenant  forming  the  basis  of  this  suit  is,  in  law,  capable  of 
running  with  the  land,  and  that,  if  it  is  to  be  regarded,  technical!}1,  as 
a  covenant  between  the  formal  parties  to  the  deed,  it  has  passed,  with 
the  title,  to  the  present  plaintiff. 

The  doctrine  with  respect  to  what  agreements  will  so  attach  to  real 
estate  as  to  devolve  with  the  title,  has  been  a  fruitful  subject  of  dis- 
cussion in  the  text-books,  as  well  as  in  judicial  opinions,  and,  since  the 
various  resolutions  in  Spencer's  Case,  has  given  rise  to  a  long  line  of 
decisions,  which,  it  must  be  admitted,  it  would  be  difficult  entirely  to 
harmonize.  But  I  think  this  discord  will  be  found,  upon  a  careful 
examination  of  the  authorities,  to  prevail  chiefly  in  other  branches  of 
the  subject  than  in  the  one  in  which  the  present  case  is  to  be  classed. 
There  ia  gnr»h  nn  r^scntial  difference,  in  social  ejfefit,  between  permitting 
a  burden  to  be  annexed  to  thejrajisfei^of  land,juid_JJie_j^vmg_toa 
benefit  such  a  quafity,  that  the  Subject  will  unavoidabjy_nin_into  obscu- 
rity, unless  the  (lisUnctiojiJs"TteiJ>t  constantly  in  view/The  conspicuous 
impolicy  of  allowing  land  to  be  trammelled  in  its  transfer,  to  the  extent 
that  previous  owners  may  choose  to  affect  it  by  their  contracts,  was 
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pointed  out  and  condemned  in  the  case  of  Brewer  \.  Marshall,  3  C.  E. 
Green,  337  ;  4  Id.  537.  In  that  case,  the  owner  of  real  estate  sold  a 
portion  of  it,  and  covenanted  with  the  purchaser  that  neither  he  nor  his 
assigns  would  sell  any  marl  from  off  the  residue  of  the  tract.  The  suit 
was  against  the  alienee  of  the  vendor,  and  the  decision  was  that  such  a 
burden  would  not  follow  the  land  into  the  hands  of  such  alienee  of  the 
covenantor.  The  reason  assigned  for  this  conclusion  was  the  public 
inconvenience  that  would  result  if  incidents  could  be  annexed  to  land 
"  as  multiform  and  as  innumerable  as  human  caprice."  But  when  we 
turn  our  attention  to  the  consideration  of  those  covenants,  which, 
instead  of  being  burdensome  to  the  land,  are  beneficial  to  it,  we  per- 
ceive, at  once,  that  such  objection  does  not  apply.  Such  covenants  do 
not  hinder,  but  rather  facilitate  the  transmission  of  land  from  hand  to 
hand,  and,  therefore,  with  respect  to  their  transmissibility,  the  question 
of  public  convenience  has  no  place.  This  being  the  case,  it  is  not  easy 
to  see  why  any  contract,  which  is  of  a  nature  to  attach  to  the  land,  and 
which  has  a  beneficial  tendency,  should  not  be  considered  assignable, 
bj*  act  of  law,  as  against  the  covenantor,  with  the  title.  In  every 
instance  where  the  question,  in  this  form,  is  presented,  the  suit  being 
between  the  original  covenantor  and  the  alienee  of  the  covenantee.  if 
the  making  of  the  covenant  be  not  denied,  the  sole  point  for  solution 
would  seem  to  be  whether  such  covenant,  in  the  legal  sense,  relates  to 
or  concerns  the  land,  for,  if  not,  by  its  quality,  it  passes  as  an  incident 
to  the  property,  and  is  enforceable  in  the  name  of  the  person  who  is 
owner  at  the  time  of  its  breach.  When  the  covenantor  has  been  the 
part}*  sued,  and  the  covenant  admittedly  related  to  the  land,  the  alienee 
of  the  covenantee  being  the  plaintiff,  I  think  no  considered  case  has 
held  that  such  action  was  not  maintainable.  In  the  present  case,  it  is 
conceded  that  the  parties  to  the  suit  have  these  characteristics,  but  it 
is  denied  that  the  covenants  are  of  a  nature  to  run  with  the  land. 

It  is  insisted  that  these  covenants  "  relate  to  future  personal  acts 
and  omissions  of  the  covenantor ;  that  those  acts  are  not  to  be  done  or 
omitted  on  the  land  conveyed,  nor  on  any  other  land  of  the  grantor  or 
grantee  ;  nor  are  the  covenants  with  the  heirs  or  assigns  of  Hoagland  ;  " 
and,  in  support  of  these  objections,  the  first  and  second  resolutions  in 
Spencer's  Case  are  cited. 

But  none  of  these  positions  are  sustained,  or  in  any  degree  sanc- 
tioned, by  the  authority  referred  to,  that  authority  being  merely  to  the 
effect  that  a  covenant  will  not  run  with  the  land  if  it  relates  to  person- 
alt}',  or  if  it  be  merely  collateral  to  the  land.  But  I  fail  to  find  that 
Sir  Edward  Coke  says  anything  which  lends  the  slightest  countenance 
to  the  idea  that  the  covenant  is  not  transmissible  if  it  stipulates  for 
"  the  future  personal  acts  and  omissions  of  the  covenantor,"  or  if 
"  those  acts  are  not  to  be  done  or  omitted  on  the  land  conveyed,  or  on 
any  other  land  of  the  grantor  or  grantee."  It  is  true  that  he  does 
declare  that,  in  certain  cases,  the  burden  of  a  covenant  will  not  fall  on 
the  assignee  of  the  covenantor,  unless  such  assignee  be  expressly 
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referred  to  in  the  covenant ;  but  as  this  suit  is  against  the  covenantor 
himself,  and  not  against  his  assignee,  that  doctrine  can  serve  no  pur- 
pose in  this  connection. 

But  Lord  Coke,  in  the  case  cited,  states,  as  one  of  the  judicial 
resolutions,  that  a  covenant  will  not  run  with  the  laud  "  if  the  thing 
to  be  done  be  mereh"  collateral  to  the  land,  and  doth  not  touch  or  con- 
cern the  thing  demised  in  any  sort,"  and,  consequently,  the  inquiry  is 
presented  with  regard  to  the  nature  of  the  present  covenants  in  re- 
lation to  the  premises  conveyed ;  and  this  inquiry  has  been  pressed, 
with  earnestness,  on  the  attention  of  the  court  in  the  brief  of  the 
counsel  of  the  defendant.  I  must  saj-,  however,  that  but  for  this 
urgency,  it  would  not  have  occurred  to  me  that  a,ny  doubt  could  be 
entertained  with  respect  to  the  question.  ,_jjjnderstand  that^a.  covenant 
touches jind_coneejns  Innd  whnn  itA-gerformance  confers  a  direct  benefit 
on  the  nwnpr^nf  land  bj'jgason  of  bis  ownersnip ;  and,  tesltHl  by  Such 
a  defirrrttonTthe  covenant  sued  on  has  clearly  such  a  capacity.  To  be 
sure  of^EHisT^weliave  but  toTurn  to  ih£  contract.  That-  agreement  is 
for  the  sale  and  conveyance  of  the  premises  in  question,  which  are 
described  as  a  lot  upon  which  is  a  building,  adapted  to  the  business  of 
banking,  in  the  course  of  erection,  and  which,  it  is  stated,  the  defend- 
ant is  to  complete,  and  which  was  to  include  "  a  counter  for  the  main 
banking-room,"  which  "  had  already  been  ordered  "  by  him.  It  is  then 
recited  that  the  defendant  was  then  engaged  in  the  business  of  banking, 
as  a  private  banker,  in  Dover;  and  that  Hoagland,  the  covenantee  and 
grantor  of  the  plaintiff,  intended  to  associate  himself  with  other  persons 
to  organize  a  banking  association,  to  be  located  and  to  do  business  in 
Dover ;  and  that  he  expected  to  convey  said  lot  of  land  and  banking- 
house  to  said  banking  association ;  and  that  it  was  a  part  of  the  con- 
sideration of  the  sale  of  said  lot  and  banking-house,  that  the  said  de- 
fendant would  withdraw  from  the  business  of  banking,  and  would  not 
engage  in  the  same,  at  an}'  time  within  ten  j'ears,  in  the  borough  of 
Dover.  After  this,  follow  the  covenants,  which  lay  the  ground  of  suit, 
to  the  purport  that  the  defendant,  "  as  soon  as  the  new  banking  company 
or  association,  so  expected  to  be  organized,  or  any  banking  company 
to  whom  the  said  Hoagland,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  may  hereafter  lease, 
convey  or  assign  said  premises  or  banking-house,  or  an}*  part  of  the 
same,  shall  commence  the  business  of  banking  therein,  then  and  from 
thenceforth,"  the  said  defendant  "shall  withdraw,  in  good  faith,  as 
soon  as  practicable,  from  the  business  of  banking,"  &c.  To  this,  there 
is  superadded  a  stipulation  that  it  is  understood  and  agreed  that  the 
foregoing  covenant  is  made  for  the  benefit  of  said  Hoagland,  as  the 
owner  of  the  land  to  be  conveyed,  and  is  to  attach  to  and  run  with 
the  same. 

In  view  of  these  stipulations  and  recitals,  it  is  undeniably  clear  that 
the  parties  to  this  contract  thought  that  the  covenant  in  question  was 
one  which  would  appertain  to  and  benefit,  not  merely  the  person  of  the 
grantee,  but  the  land  itself,  which  was  to  become  his  by  a  conveyance. 
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Indeed,  it  was  made  such  an  appurtenance  to  the  propert}*  that  it  was 
to  have  no  effect  until  the  business  of  banking  was  commenced  upon 
these  particular  premises.  Now,  while  it  is  plain  that  a  mere  personal 
covenant  cannot,  b}'  the  agreement  of  parties,  have  its  nature  so  altered 
as  to  make  it  transmissible  with  land,  nevertheless  when  the  question 
is  whether  the  given  covenant  does  concern  certain  premises,  the  fact 
that  such  parties  considered  it  to  have  such  quality,  should  be  potent  in 
a  decision  of  the  inquiry.  Since  these  parties  most  manifestly  have 
thought  that  the  stipulation  in  question  gave  additional  value  to  the 
property,  why,  and  on  what  ground,  should  the  court  declare  that  such 
was  not  the  case?  Nor  is  it  perceived  that  there  is  any  force  in  the 
suggestion  that  this  covenant  would  affect,  not  only  the  business  done 
upon  these  particular  premises,  but  any  other  banking  business  that 
might  be  carried  on  in  the  vicinity,  for  the  answer  to  such  objection  is, 
that  such  incidental  effects  are  common  to  all  agreements  that  in  any 
wise  regulate  the  dealings  of  men  ;  and  that  the  rule  of  law  requiring 
the  covenant  to  touch  or  concern  the  land,  does  not  require  that  it  shall 
touch  or  concern  nothing  besides.  In  the  present  instance,  this  cove- 
nant will  have  an  immediate,  permanent,  and  beneficial  effect  upon  the 
use  to  which  the  land  is  to  be  put,  and  that  is  sufficient  to  annex  it  to 
the  title.  To  apprehend  how  closety  this  stipulation  is  related  to  these 
premises,  we  have  but  to  observe  that  in  case  of  its  breach,  the  party 
directly,  and  for  aught  that  the  court  can  know,  exclusive!}'  injured, 
will  be  the  owner  of  the  property  at  th£  time  such  breach  shall  occur. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  pleadings  to  show  that,  upon  such  violation  of 
this  agreement,  the  original  covenantee,  or  amr  other  person  but  the 
plaintiff,  has  sustained,  or  can  sustain,  the  least  inconvenience  or  in- 
jur}r.  And,  finally,  it  should  be  observed  that,  under  the  circumstances 
of  this  case,  it  is  necessary  to  hold  that  the  covenant  under  considera- 
tion, has  capacity  to  run-with  the  land,  in  order  to  give  damages  to  the 
only  party  actually  grieved  b}'  its  non-performance. 

This  conclusion  is,  I  think,  amply  sustained  b}-  the  decisions.  It  is 
not  necessan*  to  review  them.  The  following  seem  to  me  directly  to 
the  point :  The  Prior's  Case,  reported  in  the  seventh  resolution  in 
Spencer's  Case,  1  Smith's  Lead.  Cas.  118  ;  Vyvyan  v.  Arthurs  Adm'rs, 
1  Barn.  &  Cress.  410 ;  Vernon  v.  /Smith,  5  B.  &  Aid.  1  ;  Mayor  of 
Congleton  v.  Pattison,  10  East,  130;  Norman  v.  Wells,  17  Wend. 
137 ;  1  Smith's  Lead.  Cas.  142. 

Having  carefully  examined  the  cases  cited  in  the  brief  of  the  counsel 
of  the  defendant,  I  shall  dismiss  them  with  the  observation  that  they 
seem  to  me  plainly  to  be  covenants  relating  to  personalty,  or  covenants 
entirely  collateral  to  the  land,  or  cases  pertaining^tothe  question  when 
covenants  will  ]mss__as  a  burden  with  thejatle. 

AnotneT~5b~jection  taken  to  this  suit  is,  that  the  agreement  in  ques- 
tion, and  every  part  of  it,  was  prospective  and  executory,  and  at  the 
time  it  was  entei'ed  into,  no  title  to  the  lands  existed,  or  was  trans* 
ferred  to  Hoagland,  the  covenantee. 


474  CONDUITT   V.   BOSS. 

But  I  find  no  authority  for  this  proposition.     The  adjudications  ap- 
pear, on  the  contrary,  to  showjvery  plainly  that  when  a  covenant  bene- 
to  land  ia   marie,  ifr  Ta"pot  essentiaT 


title  tbat-lhe  covenanteejshould  have  title  to  the  land  to  which  it  re- 
lates, or  thatjjie  estatejshbuid  have  come  from  the  covenantor,  or 
should  have_jmssed  from  him,  eo  instanti,  with  the  inception  of  the 
.covenant.  When,  therefore,  the  covenantee  in  this  case  became  vested 
with  thcTtltle,  the  covenant,  as  it  touched  and  concerned  the  land, 
became  an  incident  to  such  land,  and  as  such,  passed  with  it,  upon 
conveyance,  by  act  and  operation  of  law. 

On  the  one  or  other  of  these  grounds,  the  declaration,  in  my  opinion, 
must  be  upheld. 

W- 


CONDUITT  v.  ROSS. 

SUPREME  COURT  OF  INDIANA.     1885. 

[Reported  102  Ind.  166.] 

FROM  the  Marion  Superior  Court. 

14  T.  A.  Hendricks,  C.  Baker,  0.  B.  Hord,  A.  W.  Hendricks,  A. 
Baker,  E.  Daniels,  and  W.  £  /Shirley,  for  appellant. 

J.  M.  Judah  and  0.  B.  Jameson,  for  appellee. 

MITCHELL,  J.  On  the  26th  day  of  April,  1875,  Julia  A.  Ross  and 
John  Hauck  were  the  owners  of  adjoining  lots  in  the  city  of  Indian- 
apolis. Pursuant  to  a  written  agreement  entered  into  by  Mrs.  Ross 
and  her  husband  on  the  one  part,  and  Mr.  Hauck  on  the  other,  she 
placed  one  half  the  width  of  the  south  wall  of  a  four-story  brick  and 
stone  building  which  she  erected  on  her  lot,  on  the  north  margin  of  the 
Hauck  lot.  After  erecting  the  building,  she  convej'ed  the  lot,  with  the 
improvements  thereon,  to  George  P.  Bissell,  reserving,  b}-  a  stipulation 
contained  in  her  deed,  the  right  to  receive  compensation  from  adjoining 
property  owners  for  the  building,  or  use  of  existing  party  walls.  Sub- 
sequently the  appellant  became  the  owner  of  the  Hauck  lot,  and  in 
1882  commenced  the  erection  of  a  building  thereon,  and  attached  the 
same  to  and  used  the  wall  erected  by  Mrs.  Ross.  Refusing  to  make 
payment,  this  suit  was  commenced  to  recover  one  half  the  original  cost 
of  the  wall.  Upon  issues  made  a  trial  was  had,  which  resulted  in  a 
finding  and  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

Counsel  for  appellant  rest  their  argument  fora  reversal  of  this  judg- 
ment mainly  upon  the  proposition  that  the  agreement  between  Hauck 
and  Mrs.  Ross  was  purely  personal  to  them,  and  that  Conduitt,  by 
using  the  wall  erected  in  pursuance  thereof,  came  under  no  obligation 
whatever  in  consequence  of  such  use.  The}'  insist  further,  that  if  liable 
at  all,  the  extent  of  his  liability  was  the  actual  value  of  the  wall  when 
used,  and  not  its  original  cost. 
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The  rights  and  obligations  of  the  parties  must  be  determined  by  a 
construction  of  the  agreement  already  referred  to,  which  is  of  the 
the  following  tenor :  — 

"  This  agreement  between  John  Hauck  of  the  first  part,  and  Julia  A. 
Ross  and  Norman  M.  Ross,  her  husband,  of  the  second  part,  wit- 
nesseth  :  That  in  consideration  that  the  parties  of  the  second  part  shall 
erect  a  substantial  brick  wall,  twelve  inches  in  thickness  and  four  stories 
high,  on  the  line  dividing  the  property  of  John  Hauck  and  Julia  A. 
Ross,  in  square  87,  in  the  city  of  Indianapolis,  Marion  county,  Indiana, 
which  line  is  12  feet  south  of  the  south  line  of  lot  No.  4,  in  Morris  Moms' 
subdivision  of  square  87,  in  the  city  of  Indianapolis,  and  which  wall  is 
to  stand  six  inches  in  width  upon  the  ground  of  said  Hauck,  and  six 
inches  upon  the  ground  of  said  Ross,  and  is  to  run  back  the  depth  of 
said  Ross's  present  building,  and  may  at  any  time  be  extended  further 
back  on  the  same  line  the  full  depth  of  said  lots  by  either  party,  the 
full  consent  of  said  Hauck  to  the  erection  of  said  walls  being  hereby 
granted :  Now,  therefore,  said  John  Hauck  hereby  binds  himself,  his 
heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  that  whenever,  after  the 
erection  of  said  wall  or  walls  by  the  party  of  the  second  part,  said 
Hauck,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  shall,  in  any 
building  he  or  they  may  erect  on  the  present  ground  of  said  Hauck, 
use  said  wall  or  an}"  part  thereof,  or  attach  an}r  part  of  his  or  their 
building  thereto,  then  the  said  Julia  A.  Ross  shall  be  paid,  without  re- 
lief from  valuation  or  appraisement  laws,  the  full  value  of  one  half  the 
original  cost  of  said  wall  or  walls.  And  it  is  further  agreed  that  neither 
party  shall  have  the  right  to  so  use  an}'  part  of  said  wall  or  walls  as  to 
•weaken  or  endanger  the  same  ;  and  that  said  Hauck,  his  heirs,  execu- 
tors, administrators  or  assigns  shall  not  in  any  wise  whatever  use  or 
attach  to  said  wall  or  walls  so  to  be  erected  by  said  Ross,  until  the  said 
value  and  cost  of  one  half  thereof  shall  be  ascertained,  and  paid  or 
tendered  to  said  Julia  A.  Ross. 

*'  In  witness  whereof,  we  have  hereunto  set  our  hands  and  seals,  this 
26th  day  of  April,  1875. 

(Signed)  JOHN  HAUCK.       [SEAL.] 

JULIA  A.  Ross.    [SEAL.] 
N.  M.  Ross.         [SEAL.]  " 

This  agreement  was  duly  acknowledged  and  recorded  in  the  miscel- 
laneous records  of  Marion  county,  and  it  is  averred  that  the  appellant 
had  actual  notice  of  it  at  the  time  he  purchased. 

The  liability  of  the  appellant  depends  upon  whether  the  contract  set 
out  constituted  a  continuing  covenant,  which  became  annexed  to  and 
ran  with  the  Hauck  lot.  If  it  did,  he  is  liable  according  to  its  terms ; 
if  it  did  not,  he  is  liable  in  this  form  of  action  for  nothing. 

In  considering  whether  a  covenant  is  one  which  does,  or  does  not, 
run  with  the  land,  there  is  always  embraced  the  following  inquiries : 
1.  Is  the  covenant  one  which,  under  any  circumstances,  may  run  with 
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land?  2.  Was  it  the  intention  of  the  parties,  as  expressed  in  the 
agreement,  that  it  should  so  run? 

Doubtless,  a  covenant  which,  from  its  character,  might  run  with  the 
land,  may  be  so  restricted  in  terms  as  to  make  it  purely  personal,  and 
available  to  the  parties  to  it,  and  no  other.  So,  too,  a  covenant  may 
contain  apt  words  to  make  it  a  continuing  covenant ;  yet  if  its  nature 
or  the  subject-matter  of  it  is  such  that  it  does  not  concern  some  interest 
or  estate  in  land,  either  existing  or  created  by  it,  it  cannot  run  with 
land. 

When  an  instrument  conveys  or  grants  an  interest  or  right  in  land, 
and  at  the  same  time  contains  a  covenant  in  which  a  right  attached  to 
the  estate  or  interest  granted  is  reserved,  or  when  the  grantee  covenants 
that  he  will  do  some  act  on  the  estate,  or  interest  granted,  which  will 
be  beneficial  to  the  grantor,  either  as  respects  his  remaining  interest 
in  the  lands  out  of  which  an  interest  is  granted,  or  lands  adjacent 
thereto,  such  covenant  is  one  which  ma}-  become  annexed  to  and  run 
with  the  land,  and  bind  its  owners  successively.  When  such  grant  is 
made,  and  contains  a  covenant  so  expressed  as  to  show  that  it  was 
reasonably  the  intent  that  it  should  be  continuing,  it  will  be  construed 
as  a  covenant  running  with  the  land.  A  covenant  which  maj*  run  with 
the  land  must  have  relation  to  the  interest  or  estate  granted,  and  the 
act  to  be  done  must  concern  the  interest  created  or  conveyed. 

In  Bally  v.  Wells,  3  Wils.  25,  it  was  said:  "When  the  thing  to  be 
done,  or  omitted  to  be  done,  concerns  the  lands  or  estate,  that  is  the 
medium  which  creates  the  privity  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant." 

By  the  contract  under  consideration,  Mrs.  Ross  acquired  the  right  to 
enter  upon  the  Hauck  lot  and  erect  and  permanently  maintain  thereon 
a  party  wall.  This  was  a  grant  to  her  of  an  interest  in  land,  and  was 
of  such  a  character  that  a  perpetual  covenant  might  be  annexed  to  it. 
Snowden\.  Wilas,  19  Ind.  10;  Hazlett  v.  Sinclair,  76  Ind.  488  (40 
Am.  R.  254)  ;  1  Smith  Leading  Cases,  8tb  ed.,  161,  162. 

In  consideration  of  this  grant  to  her  she  covenanted  to  do  an  act 
beneficial  to  the  remaining  interest  of  Hauck  ;  that  act  was  the  erection 
of  a  wall  so  situated  as  that  one  half  of  it  should  rest  on  the  margin  ol 
Jiis  lot,  and  the  other  half  on  hers,  thus  devoting  each  estate  to  the  mu- 
tual support  of  the  party  wall.  She  at  the  same  time  covenanted  that 
when  she  should  be  reimbursed  one  half  the  cost  of  the  wall,  he,  or  his 
grantees,  should  acquire  a  reciprocal  interest  in  her  lot,  and  in  legal 
effect  become  owner  of  one  half  the  party  wall. 

This  agreement  created  what  has  been  aptly  termed  mutual  or  cross 
easements  in  favor  of  each  in  the  lot  of  the  other,  and  was  an  arrange- 
ment mutually  beneficial  to  both  properties.  Fitch  v.  Johnson,  104 
III.  Ill ;  Roche  v.  Uttman,  104  111.  11  ;  Bronson  v.  Coffin,  108  Mass. 
175  (11  Am.  R.  335)  ;  Thomson  v.  Curtis,  28  Iowa,  229. 

It  contained,  therefore,  all  the  elements  necessary  to  a  covenant 
capable  of  running  with  the  land.  Hazlett  v.  Sinclair,  supra ;  Rich- 
ardson v.  Tobey,  121  Mass.  457  (23  Am.  R.  283)  ;  Standish  v.  Law- 
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rence,  111  Mass.  Ill  ;  Maine  v.  Cumston,  98  Mass.  317;  Savage  \. 
Mason,  3  Gush.  500 ;  Brown  v.  McKee,  57  N.  Y.  684 ;  Eeteltas  v. 
Penfold,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  122  ;  Pfa«  v.  Eggleston,  20  Ohio  St.  414 ; 
Masury  v.  Southworth,  9  Ohio  St.  340  ;  Bertram  v.  Curtis,  31  Iowa, 
46  ;  Norfleet  v.  Cromwell,  70  N.  C.  634,  641  (16  Am.  R.  787). 

It  is  apparent,  too,  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  the 
covenant  to  pay  should  run  with  the  land.  The  words  used  in  that  con- 
nection are  those  usually  and  aptljr  employed  for  the  purpose:  "John 
Hauck  hereby  binds  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and 
assigns,  that  whenever,  after  the  erection  of  said  wall  or  walls  by  the 
party  of  the  second  part,  said  Hauck,  his  heirs,  executors,  administra- 
tors, or  assigns,  shall,  in  any  building  he  or  they  may  erect,"  &c.,  they 
will  pa}-,  &c.  A  continuing  covenant  may  exist  without  the  word  "  as- 
signs," or  "grantees,"  but  when  these  or  equivalent  words  are  used, 
they  become  persuasive  of  the  intent  of  the  parties.  Van  Rensselaer 
v.  Hays,  19  N.  Y.  68.  It  was  the  manifest  purpose  of  the  parties 
that  the  right  to  receive  payment  for  the  wall  should  be  personal  to 
Mrs.  Ross.  It  was  stipulated  that  payment  should  be  made  to  Julia 
A.  Ross. 

It  results  that  the  complaint  was  sufficient,  and  that  the  second  para- 
graph of  answer,  in  which  it  was  alleged  that  the  wall,  by  reason  of  in- 
juries sustained  from  fire,  was  worth  much  less  than  the  original  cost,  was 
insufficient,  and  the  respective  rulings  of  the  court  were  not  erroneous. 

The  covenant  being  one  which  ran  with  the  land,  when  the  appellant 
availed  himself  of  its  benefits  he  became  related  to  it  as  the  original 

o 

covenantor,  and  it  became  the  measure  of  his  obligation.  We  think  it 
is  fairly  deducible  from  the  complaint  that  the  appellant  derived  his 
title  through  Hauck.  Judgment  affirmed,  with  costs.1 


SECTION  IV. 

EQUITABLE   EASEMENTS. 

HOLMES  v.  BUCKLEY. 

CHANCERY.     1692. 
[Reported  Free,  in  Ch.  39.] 

ANTHONY  BOTTELY  and  Katharine,  his  wife,  being  seised  in  right  of 
the  said  Katharine,  of  two  pieces  of  ground  by  indenture,  25  Jan. 
1622,  did  grant  a  watercourse  to  one  John  Rowland,  and  his  heirs, 

1  A  petition  for  a  rehearing  was  overruled.  The  opinion  of  the  court  refusing  this 
petition  is  omitted. 

See  Richardson  v.  Tobey,  121  Mass.  457  ;  Roche  v.  Ullman,  104  111.  11. 
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through  the  said  two  pieces  of  ground  ;  and  by  that  jfeedjiid  covenant 
for  them,  their  _heira_and  assigns^Jjorn  time  to  time,  toTcleanil?  the 
same  ;  and  that  all  fines  and  recoveries  levied  and  suffered,  and  to  be 
leVie(T~and  suffered  of  the  said  grounds,  should  be  and  inure  for  the 
strengthening  and  confirming  the  said  watercourse,  according  to  the 
said  grant,  and  afterwards,  the  30th  of  the  same  month,  join  in  a  deed, 
declaring  the  uses  of  the  recovery  to  be  suffered  of  the  said  ground  ; 
and  that  the  same  should  inure  to  the  strengthening  and  confirming  the 
watercourse  granted  by  the  said  indenture  of  the  25th  of  January. 

The  watercourse,  by  mesne  assignments,  came  to  the  plaintiff;  and 
the  said  two  pieces  of  ground  to  the  defendant,  who  built  upon  the 
same,  and  much  heightened  the  ground  that  \&y  over  the  watercourse, 
and  made  it  much  more  inconvenient  and  chargeable  to  repair,  and  as 
it  was  alleged  (and  in  part  proved)  the  building  had  much  obstructed 
the  said  watercourse  ;  so  the  bill  was,  to  be  established  in  the  enjoy- 
ment of  the  said  watercourse  ;  and  that  the  defendants,  and  all  claiming 
under  them,  might  from  time  to  time  cleanse  the  same,  according  to  the 
said  covenants. 

It  was  objected  for  the  defendants,  that  the  said  covenant  being  a 
personal  covenant,  and  made  by  a  feme  covert,  could  in  no  sort  bind  the 
defendants  ;  and  that,  though  the  recovery  had  made  good  the  grant 
of  the  watercourse,  }'et  that  this  personal  covenant  was  not  at  all- 
strengthened  or  bettered  by  it  ;  and  that  the  plaintiff,  and  those  under 
whom  he  claimed,  being  sensible  of  it,  had  for  forty  }-ears  cleansed  the 
same  at  their  own  charges. 

But  the   couit_wasjof  opinion,  that   this  was  a  covenant  that  ran 
Iand,  andTth^u^h~Tmnte~by'ar!eme 


and  made  good  bjLjhe  recover,  and  said,  though  the  plaintiff  had 
cleansed  the  same  at  his  own  charge,  Whilst  it  was  easy  to  be  done, 
and  of  little  charge  ;  }"et  since  the  right  was  plain  upon  the  deed, 
and  the  cleansing  made  chargeable  b}"  the  building,  it  was  reasonable 
the  defendants  should  do  it,  and  decreed  accordingly  and  gave  the 
plaintiff  his  costs. 


TULK  v.  MOXHAY. 
CHANCERY.     1848. 
[Reported  2  Phil.  774.] 

IN  the  year  1808  the  plaintiff,  being  then  the  owner  in  fee  of  the 
vacant  piece  of  ground  in  Leicester  Square,  as  well  as  of  several  of  the 
houses  forming  the  Square,  sold  the  piece  of  ground  by  the  description 
of  "  Leicester  Square  Garden  or  Pleasure  Ground,  with  the  equestrian 
statue  then  standing  in  the  centre  thereof,  and  the  iron  railing  and 
stone  work  round  the  same,"  to  one  Elms  in  fee :  and  the  deed  of  con- 
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veyance  contained  a  covenant  by  Elms,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  and  as- 
signs, with  the  plaintiff,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  "  that 
Elms,  his  heirs,  and  assigns  should,  and  woukJJromtlme  toutime,  and 
at  all  times  thereafter  at  his  and  their  own  costs  and  eharges.Jagp^flnd 
maintain  the  said_pjece  of  ground, and  Square  Garden,  and  the  ironrail- 
ing  round  the  samejnjts  theaJbrm^and  in  sufficient  and  properremir 
as  a  Square  Grafdenand_^leasui'Q  ^r^nnd,  in  fin  open  state,  uncoverecT 
with  any  buildings^iiuieat  and  _qrn.impnt,a1  order  ;  and  that  it,  sh.^nR"he 
lawful  for  the  inhabitants  of  Leicester  Square,  tenants  of  the  plaintiff, 
on  payment  of  a  reasonable  rent  for  the  same,  to  have  ke3's  at  their 
own  expense  and  the  privilege  of  admission  therewith  at  any  time  or 
times  into  the  said  Square  Garden  and  Pleasure  Ground." 

The  piece  of  land  so  conveyed  passed  by  divers  mesne  conveyances 
into  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  whose  purchase  deed  contained  no 
similar  covenant  with  his  vendor :  but  he  admitted  that  he  had  pur- 
chased with  notice  of  the  covenant  in  the  deed  of  1808. 

The  defendant  having  manifested  an  intention  to  alter  the  character 
of  the  Square  Garden,-  and  asserted  a  right,  if  he  thought  fit,  to  build 
upon  it,  the  plaintiff,  who  still  remained  owner  of  several  houses  in  the 
Square,  filed  this  bill  for  an  injunction ;  and  an  injunction  was  granted 
by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  converting 
or  using  the  piece  of  ground  and  Square  Garden,  and  the  iron  railing 
round  the  same,  to  or  for  an}'  other  purpose  than  as  a  Square  Garden 
and  Pleasure  Ground  in  an  open  state,  and  uncovered  with  buildings. 

On  a  motion,  now  made,  to  discharge  that  order, 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  was  heard  for  the  defendant. 

The  LORD  CHANCELLOR  [COTTENHAM]  (without  calling  upon  the  other 
side). 

That  this  court  has  jurisdiction  to  enforce  a  contract  between  the 
owner  of  land  and  his  neighbor  purchasing  a  part  of  it,  that  the  latter 
shall  either  use  or  abstain  from  using  the  land  purchased  in  a  particular 
wa}*,  is  what  I  never  knew  disputed.  Here  there  is  no  question  about 
the  contract :  the  owner  of  certain  houses  in  the  Square  sells  the  land 
adjoining,  with  a  covenant  from  the  purchaser  not  to  use  it  for  any 
other  purpose  than  as  a  Square  Garden.  And  it  is  now  contended,  not 
that  the  vendee  could  violate  that  contract,  but  that  he  might  sell  the 
piece  of  land,  and  that  the  purchaser  from  him  ma}T  violate  it  without 
this  court  having  any  power  to  interfere.  If  that  were  so,  it  would  be 
impossible  for  an  owner  of  land  to  sell  part  of  it  without  incurring  the 
risk  of  rendering  what  he  retains  worthless.  It  is  said  that,  the  cove- 
nant being  one  which  does  not  run  with  the  land,  this  court  cannot  en- 
force it;  but  the  que.stion  is,  not  whether  the  covenant  runs  wilh_thg 
land,  but  whether  a  pnrty^ahfliMg^u^^^  in  a  man- 

ner  inconsistentrwilh  the  contracFentered  into  Jby  his  vendor,  and  jvith 
notice  of  which  he^~purcbaseg._  Of^course,  the  price  would  be  affected 
by  the  covenant,  and  nothing  could  be  more  inequitable  than  that  the 
original  purchaser  should  be  able  to  sell  the  property  the  next  day  for 
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a  greater  price,  in  consideration  of  the  assignee  being  allowed  to  escape 
from  the  liability  which  he  had  himself  undertaken. 

That  the  question  does  not  depend  upon  whether  the  covenant  runs 
with  the  land,  is  evident  from  this,  thatjf^th^rejras-a^mere  agreement 
and  no  covenant^this  court  would  enforce  it  against  a  party  purclfasing 
with  notice  of  it ;  for  if  an  equity  is  attached  to  the  properly  by  the 
owner,  no  one  purchasing  with  notice  of  that  equity  can  stand  in  a  dif- 
ferent situation  from  the  party  from  whom  he  purchased.  There  are 
not  only  cases  before  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England,  in  which  he  con- 
sidered that  doctrine  as  not  in  dispute ;  but  looking  at  the  ground  on 
which  Lord  Eldon  disposed  of  the  case  of  the  Duke  of  Bedford  v.  The 
Trustees  of  the  British  Museum,  2  My.  &  K.  552,  it  is  impossible  to 
suppose  that  he  entertained  any  doubt  of  it.  In  the  case  of  Mann  v. 
Stephens  [15  Sim.  377],  before  me,  I  never  intended  to  make  the  in- 
junction depend  upon  the  result  of  the  action :  nor  does  the  order  imply 
it.  The  morion  was,  to  discharge  an  order  for  the  commitment  of  the 
defendant  for  an  alleged  breach  of  the  injunction,  and  also  to  dissolve 
the  injunction.  I  upheld  the  injunction,  but  discharged  the  order  of 
commitment,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  clearly  proved  that  any 
breach  had  been  committed ;  but  there  being  a  doubt  whether  part  of 
the  premises  on  which  the  defendant  was  proceeding  to  build,  was 
locally  situated  within  what  was  called  the  Dell,  on  which  alone  he 
had  under  the  covenant  a  right  to  build  at  all,  and  the  plaintiff  insist- 
ing that  it  was  not,  I  thought  the  pendency  of  the  suit  ought  not  to 
prejudice  the  plaintiff  in  his  right  to  bring  an  action  if  he  thought  he 
had  such  right,  and  therefore  I  gave  him  liberty  to  do  so. 

\Vith  respect  to  the  observations  of  Lord  Brougham  in  Keppell  v. 
Bailey  [2  M.  &  K.  517],  he  never  could  have  meant  to  lay  down  that 
this  court  would  not  enforce  an  equity  attached  to  land  by  the  owner, 
unless  under  such  circumstances  as  would  maintain  an  action  at  law. 
If  that  be  the  result  of  his  observations,  I  can  only  say  that  I  cannot 
coincide  with  it 

I  think  the  cases  cited  before  the  Vice-Chancellor  and  this  decision  of 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls  perfectly  right,  and  therefore  that  this  [motion 
to  discharge  the]  injunction  must  be  refused,  with  costs. 


KEATES  v.  LTON. 

CHANCERY.     1869. 
[Reported  L.  R.  \  Ch.  218.] 

THE  question  in  this  appeal  was.  whether  the  appellant,  a  purchaser, 
would  be  bound  in  equity  by  certain  restrictive  covenants  contained  in 
a  former  conveyance  of  the  property. 

By  indenture,  dated  the  27th  of  August,  1841,  Anne  Sewell,  in  con- 
sideration of  £14,000,  conveyed  to  William  Sharp,  ia^  fee,  a  dwelling- 
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house  called  Brooklands,  with  the  offices  and  gardens  and  several 
closes  of  land,  containing  in  all  about  twenty-eight  and  a  half  acres, 
subject  to  a  covenant  on  the  partof  Sharp  not  at  any  time  to  erect,  set 
up,  or  carry  on,  or  pprmTTlirTjpi^f-trd^£t__nrtj  or  carried  on,  upon 
any  part  of  the  lands  Iscr-eoni^yjKLany  nuisalice7"anno"}  Juicy,  -or  other 
offensive  matter  or  thing^except  tbemal 

By  indenture,  dated  the  2d  of  November,  1842,  Sharp,  for  a  valu- 
able consideration,  conveyed  to  Langton,  in  fee,  two  pieces  of  land, 
separately  described,  being  portions  of  the  lands  comprised  in  the  in- 
denture of  the  27th  of  August,  1841,  and  containing  together  9,952 
square  yards,  with  the  right  of  using  certain  roads  recently  formed  in 
and  over  those  lands,  and  the  com^ance  contained  a  covenant  by 
Sharp  to  finish  and  complete  the  several  roads  and  ways  which  led  to 
and  adjoined  the  two  pieces  of  land,  and  also  the  several  sewers, 
gutters,  and  drains  which  were  to  run  under  and  through  the  several 
roads. 

The  conveyance  also  contained  covenants  by  Langton,  "  for  himself, 
his  heirs,  and  assigns,"  with  Sharp,  "his  heirs,  executors,  and  admin- 
istrators," to  the  effect  that  the  piece  of  land  firstly  described  in  the 
conveyance  should  be  divided  into  five  lots  of  not  less  than  1400  square 
yards  each  —  that  on  each  lot  only  a  single  or  double  villa,  with  offices, 
and  of  an  annual  value  of  not  less  than  £50  for  each  house,  should  be 
built  —  that  the  villas  should  be  of  a  particular  construction  as  to 
height,  and  that  the  offices  should  only  be  placed  in  a  certain  position 
—  that  on  the  piece  of  land  secondly  described  only  a  single  or  double 
villa  of  the  same  value  and  of  the  same  construction  should  be  built, 
with  a  similar  stipulation  as  to  the  position  of  offices  —  that  the  enclos- 
ing walls  or  fences  of  both  pieces  of  land  should  be  of  certain  dimen- 
sions and  form  —  that  no  nuisance  or  noisome  trade  should  be 
permitted  on  the  premises ;  and,  finally,  that  Langton,  his  heirs  or 
assigns,  would  always  defray  a  moiet}-  of  the  expense  of  keeping  the 
roads  and  sewers  therein  mentioned  in  repair,  so  far  as  the}*  were  co- 
extensive with  the  pieces  of  land  conveyed. 

By  another  deed,  dated  the  19th  of  November,  1842,  Sharp  conveyed 
to  Langton,  in  fee,  another  piece  of  land,  containing  6665  square  yards, 
adjacent  to  the  former  pieces,  and  also  forming  part  of  the  lands  com- 
prised in  the  deed  of  the  27th  of  August.  1841 ;  and  the  conveyance 
contained  restrictive  covenants  by  Langton  similar  to,  though  not 
identical  with,  those  contained  in  the  deed  of  the  2d  of  November, 
1842. 

Both  these  conveyances  contained  covenants  by  Sharp  for  the  pro- 
duction of  certain  title-deeds,  among  which  was  mentioned  the  deed  of 
the  27th  of  August,  1841.  . 

In  the  interval  between  the  date  of  the  first  conveyance  to  Langton, 
viz.,  the  2d  of  November,  1842,  and  the  date  of  the  re-conveyance  by 
Langton  presently  referred  to,  Sharp  sold  and  conveyed  to  different 
persons  various  other  portions  of  the  lands  comprised  in  the  convey- 
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ance  of  the  27th  of  August,  1841,  and  notices  of  the  several  convey- 
ances were  indorsed  on  that  deed.  It  did  not  appear  whether  they 
contained  any  covenant  by  the  purchasers,  nor  was  there  an}-  evidence 
that  the  purchasers  were  informed  of  the  restrictive  covenants  entered 
into  03-  Langton. 

By  indenture,  dated  the  20th  of  February,  1846,  and  made  between 
Langton  of  the  first  part,  Thomas  Harvey  (who  was  a  dower  trustee  for 
Langton)  of  the  second  part,  Sharp  of  the  third  part,  and  John  L}-on 
and  James  Ryder  of  the  fourth  part,  after  reciting  that  Sharp  had 
agreed  to  re-purchase  from  Langton,  for  £5,000,  the  three  pieces  of 
land  comprised  in  the  two  conveyances  to  Langton,  and  that  L}-on  and 
Ryder  had  agreed  to  advance  and  pa}-  the  purchase-mone}*  to  Langton, 
Langton  and  his  trustee,  in  consideration  thereof,  and  b}-  the  direction 
of  Sharp,  conveyed  the  three  pieces  of  land  to  Lyon  and  Ryder,  in  fee, 
to  be  held  by  them  upon  the  trusts  of  an  indenture  dated  the  19th  of 
Februan',  1846,  and  made  between  Sharp  of  the  one  part,  and  L3~on 
and  Ryder  of  the  other  part,  being  a  mortgage  to  secure  various  sums 
of  money,  including  the  £5,000  paid  to  Langton.  The  trusts  of  this 
mortgage  deed  were  the  ordinarj-  trusts  for  sale  of  the  mortgage  prem- 
ises and  repayment  of  the  moneys  advanced,  with  powers  of  leasing  and 
management,  and  it  contained  a  declaration  that  the  money  advanced 
belonged  to  Lyon  and  R}'der  on  a  joint  account. 

On  the  29th  of  September,  1853,  Lyon  and  R}'der  filed  a  foreclosure 
claim  in  the  court  of  the  County  Palatine  against  the  assignees  in 
bankruptcy  of  Sharp,  and  certain  puisne  incumbrancers,  and  b}'  an 
order  made  in  that  suit,  and  dated  the  23d  of  October,  1853,  the  defend- 
ants were  absolutely  foreclosed.  By  a  deed,  dated  the  22d  of  April, 
1863,  Ryder  (who  survived  Lyon)  conveyed  the  premises  comprised  in 
the  mortgage-deed  (except  such  parts  as  had  been  sold  by  him  to  Lyon) 
to  the  use  of  himself  and  Joseph  Andrew  Keates  and  Joseph  L3'on, 
their  heirs  and  assigns.  L}-on  and  Ryder,  the  original  mortgagees, 
were,  it  appeared,  the  trustees  of  the  will  of  Joseph  L3*on,  and  as  such 
trustees  advanced  the  money  secured  b}-  the  mortgage ;  and  the  last- 
mentioned  deed  was  a  transfer  to  two  new  trustees,  together  with  the 
continuing  trustee  of  the  same  will.  The  present  suit  was  instituted  in 
the  Chancery  Court  of  the  County  of  Lancaster  by  Keates  and  Joseph 
L3'on  as  surviving  trustees,  for  the  administration  of  the  estate  of  the 
testator,  Joseph  L3-on  ;  and  an  order  in  the  suit,  dated  the  14th  of 
Ma3*,  1868,  was  made,  bj'  which  a  sale  of  the  above  three  pieces  of  land 
was  directed.  Accordingly  the  propei^-  was  put  up  for  sale  b3'  auction 
in  lots,  under  conditions  of  sale  which  referred  to  the  restrictive  cove- 
nant contained  in  the  deed  of  the  27th  of  August,  1841,  but  not  to 
those  contained  in  the  deed  of  the,2d  November,  1842.  The  appellant 
purchased  some  of  the  lots,  and  took  the  objections  that  the  land  was 
still  subject  to  the  latter  covenants,  and  that  a  good  title  therefore 
could  not  be  made.  The  District  Registrar  of  the  court  certified  that  a 
good  title  to  the  lots  in  question  could  be  made,  and  the  Vice-Chancellor 
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of  the  Duchy  of  Lancaster,  by  the  order  under  appeal,  confirmed  that 
certificate. 

Mr.  Little,  Q.  C.,  and  Mr.  Robinson,  for  the  appellant. 

Mr.  Charles  Hall  and  Mr.  North,  for  the  respondent. 

SIR  C.  J.  SELWYN,  L.  J.  The  judgment  which  I  am  about  to  deliver 
is  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

[His  Lordship  then  stated  the  facts  as  above,  and  continued  :  — ] 

In  support  of  the  objection  it  has  been  contended  that  the  benefit  of 
the  restrictive  covenants  contained  in  the  conveyance  to  Langton  was  a 
benefit  reserved  by  Sharp  in  respect  of  the  unsold  portion  of  the  prop- 
erty comprised  in  the  deed  of  the  27th  of  August,  1841,  and  that  it  was 
so  attached  to  the  land  that  it  passed  by  his  subsequent  conveyances  of 
other  portions  of  the  same  property  to  other  purchasers,  and,  conse- 
quently, that  although  (as  was  admitted)  as  between  Sharp  and  Lang- 
ton,  those  covenants  were  effectually  put  an  end  to  by  the  deed  of  the 
20th  of  February,  1846,  no  arrangement  between  Sharp  and  Langtou 
could  deprive  the  purchasers  between  the  dates  of  the  conveyances  to 
and  reconveyance  from  Langton  of  the  benefit  which  they  had  obtained, 
or  of  their  right  to  enforce  the  covenants,  and,  consequently,  that  a 
title  to  the  lots  in  question,  unfettered  by  the  covenants,  could  not  be 
made  without  the  concurrence  of  the  intermediate  purchasers. 

The  general  principles  upon  which  the  court  deals  with  cases  relating 
to  the  burden  and  incidence  of  covenants  and  stipulations  restrictive  of 
the  free  use  of  land,  may  be  gathered  from  the  observations  of  Lord 
(Tottenham  in  the  case  of  Tulk  v.  Moxhay,  2  Ph.  774,  777,  where  he 
says  :  "  That  this  court  has  jurisdiction  to  enforce  a  contract  between 
the  owner  of  land  and  his  neighbor  purchasing  a  part  of  it  —  that  the 
latter  shall  either  use  or  abstain  from  using  the  land  purchased  in  a 
particular  way  —  is  what  I  never  knew  disputed.  ...  It  is  said  that 
the  covenant  being  one  which  does  not  run  with  the  land,  this  court 
cannot  enforce  it ;  but  the  question  is  not  whether  the  covenant  runs 
with  the  land,  but  whether  a  party  shall  be  permitted  to  use  the  land  in 
a  manner  inconsistent  with  the  contract  entered  into  by  his  vendor, 
and  with  notice  of  which  he  purchased.  Of  course  the  price  will  be 
affected  by  the  covenant."  And  again  he  says:  "That  the  question 
does  not  depend  upon  whether  the  covenant  runs  with  the  land  is  evi- 
dent from  this,  that  if  there  was  a  mere  agreement,  and  no  covenant, 
this  court  would  enforce  it  against  a  party  purchasing  with  notice  of  it, 
for  if  an  equity  is  attached  to  the  property  by  the  owner,  no  one  pur- 
chasing with  notice  of  that  equity  can  stand  in  a  different  situation 
from  the  party  from  whom  he  purchased." 

The  questions  which  have  arisen  with  respect  to  the  devolution  of 
the  benefit  of  covenants  of  this  kind  have  been  decided  upon  similar 
principles,  and  equally  without  reference  to.  any  technical  distinctions 
depending  upon  the  covenants  running  or  not  running  with  the  land. 
Thus  in  Whatman  v.  Gibson,  9  Sim.  196,  where  the  owner  of  a  par- 
ticular piece  of  land  on  which  a  row  of  houses  was  intended  to  be 
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built,  executed  a  deed  reciting  that  it  had  been  laid  out,  and  was  in- 
tended to  be  dealt  with  in  a  particular  manner,  and  declared  that  it 
should  be  a  general  and  indispensable  condition  of  the  sale  of  all 
or  any  part  of  that  land,  that  the  several  proprietors  for  the  time 
being  should  observe  and  abide  b}-  the  several  stipulations  and  restric- 
tions therein  contained,  and  that  he  himself  would  at  all  times  observe 
the  like  restrictions  and  stipulations ;  and  those  restrictions  and  stipu- 
lations were  also  enforced  by  mutual  covenants,  although  the  question 
afterwards  arose  between  subsequent  purchasers  of  different  portions 
of  this  piece  of  land,  it  was  held  that  the  one  was  bound  by.  and  the 
other  was  entitled  to  enforce,  the  covenants,  for  as  the  Vice-Chancellor 
of  England  observed,  Ibid.  207  :  "  It  is  quite  clear  that  all  the  parties 
who  executed  this  deed  were  bound  by  it,  and  the  only  question  is, 
whether,  there  being  an  agreement,  all  persons  who  come  in  as  devi- 
sees or  assignees  under  those  who  took  with  notice  of  the  deed,  are 
not  bound  by  it?  I  see  no  reason  why  such  an  agreement  should  not 
be  binding  in  equity  on  the  parties  so  coming  in  with  notice.  Each 
proprietor  is  manifestly  interested  in  having  all  the  neighboring  houses 
used  in  such  a  way  as  to  preserve  the  general  uniformitj*  and  respect- 
ability of  the  row." 

And  in  Coles  v.  Sims,  Kay,  56,  which  was  also  a  case  of  mutual  cove- 
nants relating  to  a  particular  piece  of  land  laid  out  in  plots  for  the  erec- 
tion of  a  row  of  houses  to  be  built  in  a  particular  and  uniform  manner, 
the  present  Lord  Chancellor,  then  Vice-Chancellor,  after  quoting  the 
passage  to  which  we  have  just  referred  in  the  judgment  in  Whatman  v. 
Gibson,  sa^vs,  Ibid.  69:  "Therefore  taking  the  deed  between  Jones 
and  Shewell  alone,  these  two  parties  having  clearly  agreed  with  each 
other  that  the  property  should  be  laid  out  in  a  particular  way,  all  those 
who  come  in  under  them  are  bound  in  equit}'  by  their  covenants  if  they 
had  notice  of  them."  Again,  in  the  case  of  Western  v.  MacDernioU^ 
Law  Rep.  1  Eq.  499  ;  2  Ch.  72,  certain  pieces  of  land  in  the  city  of 
Bath,  including  the  sites  of  certain  houses  called  Brock  Street,  were  in- 
cluded in  a  deed  of  conveyance  dated  the  20th  of  December,  1766,  by 
which,  in  consideration  of  a  perpetual  rent-charge  reserved  to  himself, 
Sir  Renet  Garrard,  the  owner  of  the  propert}-,  conve}*ed  it  to  John 
Wood  in  fee,  and  Wood  thereby  covenanted  to  pa}*  the  rent-charge,  and 
within  ten  }-ears  to  build  houses  upon  the  piece  of  land  thereby  con- 
veyed according  to  the  plan  thereto  annexed ;  and  Sir  Renet  Garrard 
entered  into  certain  restrictive  covenants  relating  to  certain  portions 
of  land  defined  in  the  deed,  and  it  was  provided  that  every  conveyance 
of  any  house  to  be  so  built  should  contain  covenants  similar  to  those 
contained  in  that  deed  ;  and  the  conveyances  b\*  Wood,  under  which 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant  derived  their  title,  and  to  all  of  which  Sir 
Renet  Garrard  was  a  party,  did,  in  fact,  contain  such  covenants,  and 
also  covenants  by  the  purchasers  with  Sir  Renet  Garrard  and  Wood, 
and  each  of  them,  and  each  of  their  heirs  and  assigns,  against  building 
upon  the  gardens  of  the  houses  beyond  a  certain  height ;  and  the  Lord 
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Chancellor,  Lord  Chelmsford,  considered  himself  to  be  relieved  from 
the  necessity  of  considering  the  question,  whether  the  covenant  against 
building  bej'ond  a  certain  height  did  or  did  not  run  with  the  land,  be- 
cause it  was  admitted  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that  he  having  pur- 
chased his  house  with  notice  of  the  restrictive  obligation  attached  to  it, 
a  court  of  equity  would  interfere  to  prevent  his  violation  of  it.  "  This, 
indeed,"  he  adds,  "  could  not  be  disputed  after  the  cases  of  Tulk  v.  Mox- 
hay,  2  Ph.  774,  and  Coles  v.  Sims,  Kay,  56."  These  cases  were  (with 
the  exception  of  Mann  v.  Stephens,  15  Sim.  377,  and  Child  v.  Douglas, 
Kay,  560,  to  which  we  shall  presently  refer)  the  only  cases  cited  in 
support  of  the  appellant's  contention,  and  in  all  of  them  the  judgment  of 
the  court  is  based  upon  clear  evidence  of  intention  and  contract,  sup- 
ported by  mutual  covenants,  and  relating  to  a  particular  and  defined 
portion  of  land  agreed  to  be  laid  out  and  dealt  with  according  to  a  pre- 
scribed plan. 

The  case  of  Mann  v.  Stephens  differs  from  those  we  have  been  dis- 
cussing, in  the  particular  that  there  was  no  general  building  scheme  or 
plan  affecting  the  property  in  respect  of  which  the  question  to  be  decided 
arose  ;  but  in  that  case  the  owner  in  fee  of  three  houses,  and  of  an  ad- 
joining piece  of  land,  sold  one  of  the  houses,  and  at  the  same  time 
covenanted  with  the  purchaser  that  the  piece  of  land  should  be  for  ever 
thereafter  used  in  a  particular  way,  and  that  no  building,  except  a  private 
house  or  ornamental  cottage,  should  be  erected  thereon,  and  afterwards 
sold  the  piece  of  land  to  another  person,  and  caused  the  purchaser  to 
enter  into  a  similar  covenant  with  him  as  to  the  user  of  the  land.  The 
house  ultimately  became  vested  in  the  plaintiff,  and  the  piece  of  land  in 
the  defendant,  who  had  actual  notice  of  the  covenant  entered  into  by 
his  predecessor  in  title,  but  who,  notwithstanding,  began  to  build  a 
beershop  and  brewery  on  part  of  the  land.  The  plaintiff  applied  for  an 
injunction  to  restrain  this  breach  of  the  covenant,  and  though  it  was 
argued  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  that  there  was  no  privitj-  between 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  and  that  the  burden  of  the  covenant  did  not 
run  with  the  land,  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  granted  the  injunc- 
tion on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  had  purchased  with  notice  of  the 
covenant ;  and  on  an  appeal  from  an  order  to  commit  the  defendant  for 
breach  of  the  injunction,  the  Lord  Chancellor  held  that  the  injunction 
was  property-  granted,  though  he  varied  it  by  omitting  some  words 
taken  from  the  covenant  as  being  too  indefinite.  In  Mann  v.  Stephens 
the  covenant  respecting  the  user  of  the  land  was  contained  in  the  deed 
by  which  the  house  was  conveyed,  and  was,  therefore,  plainly  intended 
to  benefit  the  owner  of  the  house  for  the  time  being ;  and  the  decision 
was  based  on  the  ground  that  the  restriction  upon  the  user  of  the  piece 
of  land  in  question  was  known  to  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  his  con- 
tract for  the  purchase. 

In  the  case  now  before  us  it  is  not  shown  that  the  vendor  Sharp  had 
made  am-  representations,  or  was  bound  by  any  contract  or  covenant 
excepting  those  covenants  against  nuisances  contained  in  the  deed  of 
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1841,  and  those  relating  to  the  roads ;  and  it  is  clear  that  at  and  imme- 
diately after  the  date  of  the  conveyance  to  Langton  in  November,  IH-l'J, 
he  was  perfectly  at  liberty  to  deal  with  the  rest  of  his  estate  as  he  might 
think  fit,  subject  only  to  the  covenants  to  which  we  have  just  alluded, 
and  that  he  was  also  at  libert}*  to  enter  into  any  arrangement  with 
Langton  by  which  the  restrictive  covenants  affecting  the  land  combed 
to  him  might  be  altered  or  put  an  end  to ;  and  the  question  which  we 
have  to  decide  is,  whether  he  must  be  taken  to  have  deprived  himself 
of  this  power  merely  by  reason  of  his  having  sold  and  conveyed  to  pur- 
chasers certain  portions  of  his  remaining  property.  It  is  true  that  in 
such  cases  the  court  does  not  require  any  particular  form  of  deed  or 
covenant,  but,  as  Lord  Cottenham  has  observed,  would  enforce  a  con- 
tract if  proved  by  a  mere  agreement ;  but,  so  far  as  the  question  may 
turn  upon  the  intention  of  Sharp,  the  vendor,  it  is  not  altogether  imma- 
terial to  observe,  that  although  in  both  the  conveyances  to  Langton  in 
November,  1842,  Langton  is  made  to  covenant  for  himself,  his  heirs, 
and  assigns,  the  covenant  in  both  cases  is  entered  into  with  Sharp,  his 
heirs,  executors,  and  administrators  only. 

The  case  of  the  appellants  is  not,  in  our  judgment,  strengthened  by 
the  circumstance  that  notices  of  several  of  these  intermediate  convey- 
ances by  Sharp  are  indorsed  upon  the  deed  of  the  27th  of  August,  1841 ; 
for  as  these  conveyances  extend  only  to  small  portions  of  the  property, 
and  as  the  title-deeds  were  retained  by  the  vendor,  it  was  only  an  ordi- 
naiy  and  proper  precaution  on  the  part  of  the  purchasers  (who  appear 
in  several  instances  to  have  taken  covenants  to  produce)  to  stipulate 
that  notice  of  the  fact  of  part  of  the  property  having  been  sold  or  con- 
veyed should  be  indorsed  on  one  of  the  principal  title-deeds  so  retained. 
There  is  no  trace  of  any  such  contract  or  arrangement  as  that  which 
existed  in  all  the  cases  to  which  we  have  been  referred ;  nor  has  any 
attempt  been  made  to  explain  or  define  the  limits  within  which  the 
benefit  of  the  restrictive  covenants  is  supposed  to  have  been  confined, 
nor  whether  it  must  be  taken  to  be  confined  to  lands  held  under  the 
same  title  or  of  the  same  tenure,  or  whether  it  would  extend  to  lands 
subsequently  acquired  b}'  the  vendor,  and  be  so  attached  to  them  as  to 
pass  under  a  conveyance  of  any  part  of  such  subsequently  acquired 
lands,  nor  whether,  if  the  covenants  had  been  affirmative,  any,  and 
which,  of  the  intermediate  purchasers  could  have  enforced  the  specific 
performance  of  such  covenants.  The  only  attempt  at  such  a  definition 
was  made  by  the  appellants'  counsel  when  relying  upon  a  particular 
passage  of  the  judgment  inChildv.  Douglas.  The}'  argued  (Kay,  568) 
that  the  court  invariably  regards  stipulations  of  this  kind  with  reference 
to  the  benefit  of  the  property  which  is  reserved  by  the  vendor,  and  conse- 
quently that  the}'  are  attached  to  such  reserved  propertj*,  and  therefore 
pass  by  every  conveyance  of  any  part  of  that  property.  But  it  is  ob- 
vious that  such  a  definition  does  not  meet  all  cases  ;  for  cases  might  be 
put  in  which  a  vendor  might  lawfully  and  reasonably  insist  upon  such 
covenants  even  when  the  conveyance  comprised  the  whole  of  the  prop- 
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erty  to  which  he  was  entitled  at  the  date  of  the  covenant,  as  in  the  case 
of  the  purchase  and  sale  of  a  strip  of  land  adjoining  a  large  park  by  a 
person  who  had  at  the  time  no  interest  in  the  park,  but  who  hoped  to 
inherit  or  purchase  it.  Assuming  the  vendor  of  the  strip  of  land  after- 
wards to  purchase  or  inherit  the  park,  and  to  sue  the  purchaser  for 
breach  of  the  covenant,  the  purchaser  of  the  strip  of  land  would,  in  a 
court  of  equity,  be  unable  to  justify  a  violation  of  the  covenant  by  rea- 
son of  the  injury  sustained  by  the  vendor  having  arisen  only  in  conse- 
quence of  his  subsequent  acquisition  of  the  park. 

We  think  that  an  owner  of  land  in  the  position  in  which  Sharp  stood 
in  the  year  1842  cannot  be  presumed  to  have  intended  to  fetter  him- 
self in  the  exercise  of  the  power  which  he  indisputably  possessed  of 
dealing  with  the  whole  of  his  estate  as  he  thought  fit ;  and  as,  notwith- 
standing the  sale  of  some  portions  of  land,  his  power  of  dealing  with 
what  he  retained  remained  unaffected,  it  is,  under  the  circumstances  of 
this  case,  very  difficult  to  see  how  any  distinction  is  to  be  drawn  be- 
tween his  power  of  dealing  with  the  land  so  retained  and  with  that 
which  he  resumed  b}*  the  repurchase  from  Langton  ;  and  if  it  were  to  be 
held  that  a  mere  convej'ance  of  a  small  portion  of  the  remaining  land 
amounts  to  evidence  of  such  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  vendor,  the 
rule  cannot  be  confined  to  conveyances  in  fee,  but  must  be  extended  to 
alienation  for  lives  and  }-ears ;  and  the  present  case  affords  a  remark- 
able instance  of  the  inconvenience  which  would  result  from  such  a  rule, 
for  as  there  appear  to  have  been  some  twenty  convej-ances  of  small 
pieces  of  land  between  the  2d  of  November,  1842,  and  1846,  the  con- 
currence of  all  these  purchasers,  and  of  all  persons  claiming  under  them, 
would  be  necessary  to  any  such  arrangement  as  that  which  was  effected 
in  1846 ;  and  as  it  would  be  extremely  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to 
obtain  the  concurrence  of  all  those  persons,  the  practical  result  would 
be  to  render  a  portion  of  the  property  inalienable  excepting  under 
very  onerous  and  depreciating  conditions. 

The  appellant  has  mainly  relied  upon  the  case  of  Child  v.  Douglas  ; 
and  it  has  been  said  that  that  case  goes  further  than  any  of  the  other 
decided  cases,  and  has  established  such  a  rulo  as  that  to  which  we  have 
alluded  ;  but  it  must  be  observed  that  in  Child  v.  Douglas  the  land  had 
been  laid  out  for  building  purposes ;  and  in  the  contract  entered  into 
between  the  vendors  and  the  defendant  Douglas  was  contained  a  stipu- 
lation that  Douglas  should  not  erect  any  buildings  within  six  feet  of 
certain  projected  roads.  The  plaintiff  Child  was  a  subsequent  pur- 
chaser of  another  and  neighboring  portion  of  the  land  so  laid  out,  and 
on  the  occasion  of  his  purchase  he  had  been  required  to  enter  into,  and 
had  entered  into,  a  covenant  not  to  erect  any  building  within  six  feet 
of  one  of  the  same  roads  called  "  Hough  ton  Place  ;"  and  it  appeared 
that  upon  the  negotiation  of  the  plaintiffs'  purchase  his  agent  was  in- 
formed, in  reply  to  inquiries  as  to  the  conditions  on  which  the  land  was 
to  be  sold,  that  the  purchasers  would  not  be  permitted  to  build  nearer 
than  six  feet  to  Hough  ton  Place,  and  a  plan  of  the  land  was  shown  to 
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him  on  which  a  building  line  was  drawn,  which  indicated  tbat  the  build- 
ings were  to  be  six  feet  distant  from  the  causeway  of  that  street.  The 
Vice- Chancellor  granted  an  injunction  upon  an  interlocutory  application 
to  restrain  the  building  of  a  wall  fifteen  feet  high,  but  his  order  was 
discharged  by  the  Lords  Justices  on  appeal ;  and  in  delivering  judg- 
ment, Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce  said  his  opinion  was  adverse  to  the 
case  of  the  plaintiff  upon  three  of  the  four  questions  involved  in  the 
cause ;  and  one  of  these  questions  was,  whether  if  there  was  such  a 
covenant  or  contract  not  to  build  (as  mentioned  in  the  case),  which 
was  binding  on  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  was  a  person  who  was  enti- 
tled to  sue  upon  it  or  enforce  it.  The  motion  was  directed  to  stand 
over  till  the  hearing,  and  the  defendant  was  put  under  art  undertaking 
not  in  the  meantime  to  carry  the  wall  higher  than  fifteen  feet  six  inches, 
and  to  abide  by  any  order  the  court  might  make  as  to  his  removing 
what  he  had  or  should  have  built.  The  cause  afterwards  came  on  to  be 
heard  before  the  Vice-Chancellor,  and  it  is  reported  2  Jur.  N.  S.  9f»0, 
952,  when  the  bill  was  dismissed  ;  and  in  delivering  judgment  His 
Honor  said  that  he  entertained  no  doubt  that  there  was  no  intention  to 
vary  the  original  contract,  or  that  there  was,  in  fact,  a  breach  of  the 
contract.  But  he  says  that  a  main  question  was  as  to  the  right  of  the 
plaintiff  to  sue,  and  this  is  the  question  upon  which  his  doubts  arose, 
and  he  said :  "  There  would  be  no  doubt  but  that  this  court  would  in- 
terfere in  a  proper  case  without  noticing  the  difficulty  whether  in  point 
of  legal  form  the  party  could  sue  at  law  or  not.  In  Mann  v.  Step/tens 
the  whole  case'  was  brought  before  the  Vice-Chancellor,  but  it  was  not 
put  upon  the  question  of  the  covenant  running  with  the  land  or  not,  but 
on  the  question  whether  or  not  there  was  a  substantial  agreement  be- 
tween the  parties."  And  the  Vice-Chancellor  concluded  his  judgment 
by  saying:  "I  have  not  been  able  to  come  to  a  conclusion  perfectly 
satisfactory  to  my  own  mind  what  are  the  rights  of  parties  inter  se 
each  of  whom  has  covenanted  with  the  landlord,  but  who  have  neither 
covenanted  with  each  other  nor  taken  any  covenant  from  the  landlord 
to  themselves  ;  and  I  have  felt  additional  doubt  from  the  different  view 
taken  by  the  court  above,  and  shown  so  distinctly  b}'  the  Lords  Justices 
allowing  the  defendant  to  complete  the  wall,  when  almost  the  only 
question  before  me  is,  whether  I  shall  order  that  wall  to  be  pulled  down  or 
dismiss  the  bill.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  I  ought  to  interfere  so  far 
in  a  case  where  I  still  hesitate,  and  where  so  much  hesitation  has  been 
shown  in  the  court  above ;  and  I  must  suffer  what  has  taken  place  to 
turn  the  balance  (for  that  is  all  that  is  required)  in  the  defendant's 
favor,  having  great  doubt  both  as  to  the  law  and  as  to  the  application 
of  it." 

Having  regard  to  the  circumstances  to  which  we  have  already  alluded 
as  existing  in  the  case  of  Child  v.  Douglas,  and  which  are  not  to  be 
found  in  the  present  case,  to  the  reversal  of  the  order  made  upon  the 
motion,  and  to  the  final  dismissal  of  the  bill  by  the  Vice-Chancellor, 
notwithstanding  the  undertaking  given  by  the  defendant,  and  to  the 
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judgments  delivered  on  those  occasions,  we  think  that  that  case  cannot 
be  considered  as  having  established  any  such  new  or  general  rule  as 
that  which  has  been  contended  for  b}T  the  appellant,  and  we  think  such 
a  rule  is  unsupported  either  by  principle  or  authority,  and  would  greatly 
interfere  with  the  free  alienation  of  landed  estates. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  the  appellant's  objection  to  the  title  fails, 
and  the  appeal  motion  must  be  refused,  with  costs.      A 


RENALS  v.  COWLISHAW. 

CHANCERY  DIVISION  AND  COURT  OF  APPEALS.     1878,  1879. 
[Reported  9  Ch.  Div.  125  ;   11  Ch.  Div.  866.] 

BY  an  indenture  dated  the  29th  of  September,  1845,  Messrs.  Hoby, 
Winterbotham,  and  Russell,  as  the  devisees  in  trust  for  sale  of  a  man- 
sion-house and  residential  property  known  as  the  Mill  Hill  estate,  and 
of  certain  pieces  of  land  adjoining  thereto,  sold  and  conveyed  two  of 
these  adjoining  pieces  of  land  to  one  Francis  Shaw  in  fee,  and  Shaw 
thereby,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  cove- 
nanted with  Hob}',  Winterbotham,  and  Russell,  their  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  not  to  build  upon  the  lands  thereby  con- 
veyed within  a  certain  distance  from  a  particular  road  leading  "  to  the  Mill 
Hill  House  and  property  belonging  to  the  said  trustees ;  "  that  the  gar- 
den walls  or  palisades  to  be  set  up  along  the  side  of  the  said  road  should 
stand  back  a  certain  distance  from  the  centre  of  the  road ;  that  any 
house  to  be  built  on  the  land  adjoining  the  road  should  be  of  a  certain 
value,  and  of  an  elevation  at  least  equal  to  that  of  the  houses  on  a  par- 
ticular road  ;  and  that  no  trade  or  business  should  be  carried  on  in  any 
of  such  houses  or  buildings,  but  that  the  same  should  be  used  as  private 
dwelling-houses  only.  The  conveyance  did  not  state  that  this  covenant 
was  for  the  protection  of  the  residential  property,  or  in  reference  to  the 
other  adjoining  pieces  of  land,  or  make  any  statement  or  reference 
thereto. 

The  same  trustees  also  sold  about  this  time  other  pieces  of  lands  ad- 
joining the  Mill  Hill  estate ;  and  the  conve3'ance  to  the  purchaser  in 
each  case  contained  restrictive  covenants  similar  to  those  above  men- 
tioned. It  was  alleged  b}'  the  plaintiffs  in  their  statement  of  claim 
that  the  intention  of  all  the  restrictive  covenants  was  to  protect  and 
maintain  the  value  of  the  Mill  Hill  estate,  and  to  secure  the  continuance 
of  the  surrounding  neighborhood  as  purel}*  residential  in  character. 

The  trustees,  in  December,  1854,  sold  and  conveyed  the  Mill  Hill 
estate  to  T.  P.  Bainbrigge,  in  fee,  and  Bainbrigge  having  died,  his  de- 
visees in  trust,  in  September,  1870,  sold  and  conveyed  the  same  estate 
to  the  plaintiffs  as  tenants  in  'common  in  fee. 

In  neither  of  these  two  conveyances  were  there  covenants  similar  to 
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those  in  the  conveyance  to  Shaw,  but  there  was  in  the  conveyance  to 
the  plaintiff's  a  covenant  by  them  with  their  vendors  not  to  build  a  pub- 
lic-house or  cany  on  offensive  trades  upon  a  particular  portion  of  the 
property  conveyed  to  them.  Neither  of  the  two  conveyances  recited 
or  mentioned  in  any  way  the  conveyance  or  sale  to  Shaw,  or  the  ex- 
istence of  an}T  restrictive  covenant  entered  into  by  Shaw  or  by  Gadsby, 
nor  did  either  of  them  recite  or  mention  the  sales  or  conveyances  of  the 
other  pieces  of  land  sold  as  above  mentioned. 

There  had  also  been  a  devolution  title  with  regard  to  the  lands  sold 
to  Shaw,  for  after  his  death  Mary  Shaw,  the  person  entitled  under  his 
will,  in  August,  1867,  sold  and  conveyed  part  of  the  lands  comprised 
in  the  indenture  of  September,  1845,  to  John  Gadsb}-  in  fee,  who,  in  his 
conveyance,  entered  into  covenants  with  Mary  Shaw,  her  heirs,  execu- 
tors, and  administrators,  substantial!}'  identical  mutatis  mutandis  with 
the  restrictive  covenants  contained  in  the  indenture  of  the  29th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1845.  And  subsequently  the  lands  so  conveyed  to  Gadsby 
were  sold  and  conve}-ed  (with  certain  buildings  erected  thereon)  by 
Gadsby,  or  persons  deriving  title  through  him,  to  the  defendants  as 
tenants  in  common  in  fee. 

The  plaintiffs  alleged  that  the  defendants  were  carrying  on  upon  their 
lands,  and  in  contravention  of  the  restrictive  covenants  first  above  men- 
tioned, the  trade  of  wheelwrights,  smiths,  and  bent  timber  manufac- 
turers, and  had  erected  a  high  chimney  which  emitted  thick  black 
smoke,  and  that  those  acts  were  destructive  of  the  residential  character 
of  the  neighborhood,  and  had  deteriorated  the  value  and  amenity  of  the 
Mill  Hill  estate.  By  their  action  they  claimed  an  injunction  to  restrain 
the  defendants  from  carrying  on  any  trade  or  business  upon  their  lands, 
and  from  permitting  the  buildings  erected  thereon  to  be  used  otherwise 
than  as  private  houses,  and  from  contravening  in  an}'  manner  the  re- 
strictive covenants  contained  in  the  indenture  of  September,  1845. 

The  principal  question  argued,  and  that  on  which  the  decision  turned, 
was  as  to  the  right  of  the  plaintiffs  to  sue  upon  these  covenants. 

It  appeared  that  no  contract  had  been  entered  into  or  representations 
made,  either  upon  the  occasion  of  the  purchase  by  Bainbrigge  from  the 
trustees,  or  upon  the  purchase  from  Bainbrigge  by  the  plaintiffs,  that 
the  purchaser  should  have  the  benefit  of  the  covenants  entered  into  by 
Shaw  with  the  trustees. 

Dickinson,  Q.  C.,  and  Renshaw,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

W.  Pearson,  Q.  C.,  and  Bury,  for  the  defendants,  were  not  called 
upon. 

HALL,  V.  O.  I  think  this  case  is  governed  by  Keates  v.  Lyon,  by 
Child  v.  Douglas,  Kay,  560  ;  5  D.  M.  &  G.  739,  as  ultimately  decided 
by  Vice-Chancellor  Wood,  2  Jur.  N.  S.  950,  who,  after  granting  an 
interlocutory  injunction  in  the  first  instance,  refused  to  grant  the 
plaintiff  an  injunction  at  the  hearing,  and  by  the  case  of  Master  v. 
Hansard,  4  Ch.  Div.  718. 

The  law  as  to  the  burden  of  and  the  persons  entitled  to  the  benefit 
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of  covenants  in  conveyances  in  fee,  was  certainly  not  in  a  satisfactory 
state  ;  but  it  is  now  well  settled  that  the  burden  of  a  covenant  entered 
into  by  a  grantee  in  fee  for  himself,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  although  not 
running  with  the  land  at  law  so  as  to  give  a  legal  remedy  against  the 
owner  thereof  for  the  time  being,  is  binding  upon  the  owner  of  it  for  the 
time  being,  in  equity,  having  notice  thereof.  Who,  then  (other  than 
the  original  covenantee),  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  covenant?  From 
the  cases  of  Mann  v.  Stephens,  15  Sim.  377  ;  Western  v.  Macdermott, 
Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  72 ;  and  Coles  v.  Sims,  Kay,  56 ;  5  D.  M.  &  G.  1,  it 
may,  I  think,  be  considered  as  determined  that  any  one  who  has  ac- 
quired laud,  being  one  of  several  lots  laid  out  for  sale  as  building  plots, 
where  the  court  is  satisfied  that  it  was  the  intention  that  each  one  of 
the  several  purchasers  should  be  bound  by  and  should,  as  against  the 
others,  have  the  benefit  of  the  covenants  entered  into  by  each  of  the 
purchasers,  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  covenant ;  and  that  this 
right,  that  is,  the  benefit  of  the  covenant,  inures  to  the  assign  of  the 
first  purchaser,  in  other  words,  runs  with  the  land  of  such  purchaser. 
This  right  exists  not  only  where  the  several  parties  execute  a  mutual 
deed  of  covenant,  but  wherever  a  mutual  contract  can  be  sufficiently 
established.  A  purchaser  may  also  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a  re- 
strictive covenant  entered  into  with  his  vendor  by  another  or  others 
where  his  vendor  has  contracted  with  him  that  he  shall  be  the  assign 
of  it,  that  is,  have  the  benefit  of  the  covenant.  And  such  covenant 
need  not  be  express,  but  may  be  collected  from  the  transaction  of  sale 
and  purchase.  In  considering  this,  the  expressed  or  otherwise  ap- 
parent purpose  or  object  of  the  covenant,  in  reference  to  its  being  in- 
tended to  be  annexed  to  other  property,  or  to  its  being  only  obtained  to 
enable  the  covenautee  more  advantageously  to  deal  with  his  propert}', 
is  important  to  be  attended  to.  Whether  the  purchaser  is  the  purchaser 
of  all  the  land  retained  by  his  vendor  when  the  covenant  was  entered 
into,  is  also  important.  If  he  is  not,  it  may  be  important  to  take 
into  consideration  whether  his  vendor  has  sold  off  part  of  the  land 
so  retained,  and  if  he  has  done  so,  whether  or  not  he  has  so  sold 
subject  to  a  similar  covenant:  whether  the  purchaser  claiming  the 
benefit  of  the  covenant  has  entered  into  a  similar  covenant  may  not 
be  so  important. 

The  plaintiffs  in  this  case,  in  their  statement  of  claim,  rest  their  case 
upon  their  being  "  assigns"  of  the  Mill  Hill  estate,  and  they  say  that 
as  the  vendors  to  Shaw  were  the  owners  of  that  estate  when  they  sold 
to  Shaw  a  parcel  of  land  adjoining  it,  the  restrictive  covenants  entered 
into  by  the  purchaser  of  that  parcel  of  land  must  be  taken  to  have  been 
entered  into  with  them  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the  Mill  Hill  es- 
tate, which  they  retained  ;  and  therefore,  that  the  benefit  of  that  re- 
strictive covenant  goes  to  the  assign  of  that  estate,  irrespective  of 
whether  or  not  any  representation  that  such  a  covenant  had  been  en- 
tered into  by  a  purchaser  from  the  vendors  was  made  to  such  assigns, 
and  without  any  contract  by  the  vendors  that  that  purchaser  should 
have  the  benefit  of  that  covenant  The  argument  must,  it  would  seem, 
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go  to  this  length,  viz.,  that  in  such  a  case  a  purchaser  becomes  entitled 
to  the  covenant  even  although  he  did  not  know  of  the  existence  of  the 
covenant,  and  that  although  the  purchaser  is  not  (as  the  purchasers  in 
the  present  case  were  not)  purchaser  of  all  the  property  retained  by  the 
vendor  upon  the  occasion  of  the  conveyance  containing  the  covenants. 
It  appears  to  me  that  the  three  cases  to  which  I  have  referred  show 
that  this  is  not  the  law  of  this  court ;  and  that  in  order  to  enable  a 
purchaser  as  an  assign  (such  purchaser  not  being  an  assign  of  all  that 
the  vendor  retained  when  he  executed  the  conveyance  containing  the 
covenants,  and  that  conveyance  not  showing  that  the  benefit  of  the 
covenant  was  intended  to  inure  for  the  time  being  of  each  portion  of 
the  estate  so  retained  or  of  the  portion  of  the  estate  of  which  the  plain- 
tiff is  assign)  to  claim  the  benefit  of  a  restrictive  covenant,  this,  at  least, 
must  appear,  that  the  assign  acquired  his  property  with  the  benefit  of 
the  covenant,  that  is,  it  must  appear  that  the  benefit  of  the  covenant 
was  part  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  purchase.  Lord  Justice  Bram- 
well,  in  Master  v.  Hansard,  4  Ch.  Div.  724,  said  :  "I  am  satisfied  that 
the  restrictive  covenant  was  not  put  in  for  the  benefit  of  this  particular 
property,  but  for  the  benefit  of  the  lessors,  to  enable  them  to  make  the 
most  of  the  property  which  the}"  retained."  In  the  present  case  I  think 
that  the  covenants  were  put  in  with  a  like  object.  If  it  had  appeared 
in  the  conveyance  to  Bainbrigge  that  there  were  such  restrictive  cove- 
nants in  conveyances  alread}7  executed,  and  expressly  or  otherwise  that 
Bainbrigge  was  to  have  the  benefit  of  them,  he  and  the  plaintiffs,  as 
claiming  through  him,  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  them. 
But  there  being  in  the  conveyance  to  Brainbrigge  no  reference  to  the 
existence  of  such  covenants  by  recital  of  the  conveyances  containing 
them  or  otherwise,  the  plaintiffs  cannot  be  treated  as  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  them.  This  action  must  be  dismissed,  with  costs. 

The  plaintiffs  appealed. 

Hastings,  Q.  C.,  and  Renshaw,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

W.  Pearson,  Q.  C.,  and  Jlury,  for  the  defendants,  were  not  called 
upon. 

JAMES,  L.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of  Vice-Chancel- 
lor Hall  is  correct  It  is  impossible,  as  it  seems  to  me,  to  distinguish 
this  case  from  the  cases  to  which  he  has  referred.  To  enable  an  assign 
to  take  the  benefit  of  restrictive  covenants  there  must  be  something  in 
the  deed  to  define  the  property  for  the  benefit  of  which  they  were  en- 
tered into.  Supposing  I  were  now  framing  the  deed  afresh,  I  should 
not  have  the  remotest  idea  how  the  covenant  ought  to  be  framed,  as 
I  cannot  tell  what  the  property  was  which  the  parties  intended  to  be 
protected,  and  within  what  limits. 

I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  add  anything  more,  except  that  I  en- 
tirely concur  with  every  word  of  the  judgment  of  Vice-Chancellor  Hall. 

BAGGALLAY,  L.  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion  with  the  Lord  Justice, 
and  I  adopt  entirely  the  language  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  in  his  judgment, 
as  reported  9  Ch.  Div.  125. 

THESIGER,  L.  J.    I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
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COURT  OF  APPEAL.     1881. 

[Reported  8  Q.  B.  Div.  403.] 

APPEAL  from  the  judgment  of  Stephen,  J.,  on  further  consideration. 

This  was  an  action  against  a  building  society,  the  mortgagees  of  cer- 
tain land,  upon  a  covenant  to  build  and  keep  in  repair  houses  erected 
upon  the  land.  The  facts  were  these  :  — 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  17th  of  Ma}*,  1866,  made  between  Charles 
Jackson  and  Edward  Jackson,  Charles  Jackson  granted  a  plot  of  laud 
to  Edward  to  the  use  that  Edward  should  pay  Charles  an  annual  chief 
rent  of  £11,  and  Edward  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  administra- 
tors, and  assigns,  covenanted  with  Charles,  his  executors  and  assigns, 
that  he  Edward,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  would  pay  Charles,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  this  rent  half-3Tearly,  and  would  erect  and  keep  in  good  repair 
and,  when  necessary,  rebuild,  messuages  on  the  land  of  the  value  of 
double  the  rent.  On  the  2d  of  March,  1867,  Charles  Jackson  con- 
veyed to  Haywood  to  the  use  of  Haywood,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  the 
said  chief  rent  and  all  powers  and  remedies  in  respect  thereof,  together 
with  the  benefit  of  the  said  covenant.  Edward  Jackson  assigned  his 
interest  to  MacAndrew.  MacAndrew  by  a  deed  of  the  8th  of  Septem- 
ber, 1871,  mortgaged  the  premises  in  question  to  certain  persons 
described  as  the  trustees  of  the  Brunswick  Building  Society  in  fee  sub- 
ject to  the  rent-charge  and  covenants  above  mentioned.  The  build- 
Ing  society  was  afterwards  incorporated  under  the  Act  of  1874,  and 
under  the  mortgage  deed  took  possession  of  the  land  and  the  buildings 
on  it.  It  was  conceded  on  the  one  hand  that  buildings  of  the  stipulated 
value  had  been  erected  upon  the  land,  and  on  the  other  that  they  had  not 
been  kept  in  repair ;  and  the  question  was  whether,  under  the  circum- 
stances stated,  the  building  society  was  liable  upon  the  covenant  to  keep 
them  in  repair.  No  question  arose  as  to  their  liability  to  pa)'  the  chief 
rent,  as  the  arrears  were  paid  into  court  in  the  action. 

The  case  was  tried  before  STEPHEN,  J.,  without  a  jur}7,  at  the  Man- 
chester Winter  Assizes,  1881,  who  reserved  it  for  further  consideration, 
and  after  stating  the  facts  as  above,  gave  judgment  as  follows  :  — 

The  points  argued  in  this  case  were  two.  It  was  affirmed  by  the 
plaintiff'  and  denied  by  the  defendants  that  the  covenant  in  the  deed  of 
1866  ran  with  the  land,  and  that  Haywood,  as  assignee  of  Charles 
Jackson,  could  therefore  sue  upon  it  the  Brunswick  Building  Society, 
the  mortgagees  of  the  assignee  of  Edward  Jackson.  It  was  also 
affirmed  by  the  plaintiff  and  denied  by  the  defendants  that  the  defend- 
ants being  in  possession  of  the  property  with  equitable  notice  of  the 
covenant,  must  perform  it. 
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As  to  the  first  part  of  these  arguments,  I  am  disposed  to  think  the 
case  of  Milnes  v.  Branch,  5  M.  &  S.  411,  is  an  authority  directly  in 
point  in  favor  of  the  defendants.  It  is  true  that  Lord  St.  Leonards  ap- 
pears to  disapprove  of  this  decision  (2  Vendors  and  Purchasers,  14th 
ed.  p.  591,  note)  ;  but  I  must  regard  it  as  a  binding  authority  till  it  is 
overruled. 

With  regard  to  the  second  point,  I  think  that  the  plaintiff's  contention 
must  prevail.  The  only  distinction  on  which  the  defendants  relied  to 
take  the  case  out  of  the  ordinary  rule  as  to  persons  in  possession  of  land 
being  bound  to  perform  covenants  relating  to  it  of  which  they  have  no- 
tice, was  that,  though  an  equity  to  use  property  or  to  abstain  from  using 
it  in  a  particular  way  may  be  so  attached  to  land,  a  liability  to  repair  or 
do  similar  acts  cannot.  I  see  no  reason  for  this  distinction,  and  it  is 
directly  opposed  to  the  case  of  Cooke  v.  Ch&cott,  3  Ch.  Div.  694. 

The  result  is  that  there  must  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  with  costs. 
There  will  be  no  damages,  the  parties  having  agreed  that  if  it  is  for- 
mally decided  that  the  defendants  are  to  put  the  buildings  in  repair,  they 
must  be  repaired  to  the  satisfaction  of  a  gentleman  agreed  upon. 

The  defendants  appealed. 

Ambrose,  Q.  C.,  and  Henry  (Crompton  with  them),  for  the 
defendants. 

Addison,  Q.  C.,  and  J?.  H.  Collins,  for  the  plaintiff. 

BRETT,  L.  J.  This  appeal  must  be  allowed.  I  am  clearly  of  opin- 
ion, both  on  principle  and  on  the  authority  of  Milnes  v.  Branch, 
that  this  action  could  not  be  maintained  at  common  law.  Milnes  v. 
Branch  must  be  understood  as  it  always  has  been  understood,  and  as 
Lord  St.  Leonards  (Sug.  V.  &  P.  14th  ed.  p.  590)  understood  it ;  and  it 
will  be  seen,  on  a  reference  to  his  book,  that  he  considers  the  effect  of 
it  to  be  that  a  covenant  to  build  does  not  run  with  the  rent  in  the  hands 
of  an  assignee. 

This  being  so,  the  question  is  reduced  to  an  equitable  one.  Now  the 
equitable  doctrine  was  brought  to  a  focus  in  Talk  v.  Moxhay,  2  Ph.  774, 
which  is  the  leading  case  on  this  subject.  It  seems  to  me  that  that  case 
decided  that  an  assignee  taking  land  subject  to  a  certain  class  of  cove- 
nants is  bound  by  such  covenants  if  he  has  notice  of  them,  and  that  the 
class  of  covenants  comprehended  within  the  rule  is  that  covenants  restrict- 
ing the  mode  of  using  the  land  onl}*  will  be  enforced.  It  may  be  also,  but 
it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  here,  that  all  covenants  also  which  impose 
such  a  burden  on  the  land  as  can  be  enforced  against  the  land  would  be 
enforced.  Be  that  as  it  may,  a  covenant  to  repair  is  not  restrictive,  and 
could  not  be  enforced  against  the  land  ;  therefore  such  a  covenant  is 
within  neither  rule.  It  is  admitted  that  there  has  been  no  case  in  which 
au}*  court  has  gone  farther  than  this,  and  yet  if  the  court  would  have 
been  prepared  to  go  farther,  such  a  case  would  have  arisen.  The 
strongest  argument  to  the  contrary  is,  that  the  reason  for  no  court  hav- 
ing gone  farther  is  that  a  mandatory  injunction  was  not  in  former  times 
grantable,  whereas  it  is  now ;  but  I  cannot  help  thinking,  in  spite  of 
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this,  that  if  we  enlarged  the  rule  as  it  is  contended,  we  should  be  mak- 
ing a  new  equity,  which  we  cannot  do. 

I  think  also  that  Cox  v.  bishop,  8  De  G.  M.  &  G.  815  ;  26  L.  J. 
Ch.  389,  shows  that  a  Court  of  Equity  has  refused  to  extend  the  rule 
of  Tulk  v.  Moxhay  in  the  direction  contended  for,  and  that  if  we  de- 
cided for  the  plaintiff  we  should  have  to  overrule  that  case.  But  it 
is  said  that  if  we  decide  for  the  defendants  we  shall  have  to  overrule 
Cooke  v.  ChUcott.  If  that  case  was  decided  on  the  equitable  doc- 
trine of  notice,  I  think  we  ought  to  overrule  it.  But  I  think  there  is 
much  to  show  that  the  ground  of  the  decision  was  that  Malins,  V.  C., 
was  of  the  opinion  —  wrongly  as  it  now  turns  out  —  that  the  covenant 
ran  with  the  land,  and  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  appears  to 
have  proceeded  on  an  admission. 

COTTON,  L.  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion  on  both  points.  I  think 
that  a  mere  covenant  that  land  shall  be  improved  does  not  run  with  the 
land  within  the  rule  in  Spencer's  Case,  1  Sra.  L.  C.  8th  ed.  at  p.  89,  so 
as  to  give  the  plaintiff  a  right  to  sue  at  law.  I  also  think  that  the 
plaintiff  has  no  remedy  in  equity.  Let  us  consider  the  examples  in 
which  a  Court  of  Equity  has  enforced  covenants  affecting  land.  We 
find  that  they  have  been  invariably  enforced  if  they  have  been  restric- 
tive, and  that  with  the  exception  of  the  covenants  in  Cooke  v.  ChUcott, 
only  restrictive  covenants  have  been  enforced.  In  Tulk  v.  Moxhay, 
the  earliest  of  the  cases,  Lord  Cottenham  says  :  "  That  this  court  has 
jurisdiction  to  enforce  a  contract  between  the  owner  of  land  and  his 
neighbor  purchasing  a  part  of  it,  that  the  latter  shall  either  use  or  ab- 
stain from  using  it  in  a  particular  way,  is  what  I  never  knew  disputed." 
In  that  case  the  covenant  was  to  use  in  a  particular  manner,  from  which 
was  implied  a  covenant  not  to  use  in  any  other  manner ;  and  the  plain- 
tiff obtained  an  injunction  restraining  the  defendant  from  using  in  any 
other  manner,  although  the  covenant  was  in  terms  affirmative.  At  p. 
778,  Lord  Cottenham  says:  "If  an  equity  is  attached  to  property  by 
the  owner,  no  one  purchasing  with  notice  of  that  equity  can  stand  in  a 
different  situation  from  the  party  from  whom  he  purchased."  This  la^-s 
down  the  real  principle  that  an  equit}*  attaches  to  the  owner  of  the  land. 
It  is  possible  that  the  doctrine  might  be  extended  to  cases  where  there 
is  an  equitable  charge  which  might  be  enforced  against  the  land,  but  it 
is  not  necessary  to  decide  that  now  ;  it  is  enough  to  say  that  with  that 
sole  exception  the  doctrine  could  not  be  farther  extended.  The  cove- 
nant to  repair  can  only  be  enforced  by  making  the  owner  put  his  hand 
into  his  pocket,  and  there  is  nothing  which  would  justify  us  in  going 
that  length.  We  are  not  bound  here  by  Cooke  v.  Chilcott,  and  I  do 
not  think  that  the  rule  of  Tulk  v.  Moxhay  can  be  extended  as 
Malins,  V.  C.,  there  extended  it.  In  Morland  v.  Cook,  Law  Rep. 
6  Eq.  252,  there  are  perhaps  some  expressions  of  Romilly,  M.  R.,  which 
favor  the  opposite  contention  ;  but  the  fact  of  there  being  a  deed  of  par- 
tition in  that  case  makes  it  distinguishable.  That  is  the  only  case 
besides  Cooke  v.  Chilcott  at  all  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  Cox  v. 
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Bishop,  26  L.  J.  Ch.  389,  is  distinctly  the  other  way.  There  the  cove- 
nants affected  the  owner,  but  not  the  land  ;  and  although  the  defendant 
was  full  equitable  owner,  the  court  refused  an  injunction.  Daniel  v. 
Stepney,  Law  Rep.  9  Ex.  185,  where  there  was  merely  a  grant  of  a 
rent  to  be  distrained  for  on  land  adjoining  the  land  demised,  does  not 
seem  to  me  to  be  in  point,  and  such  observations  of  Bramwell,  B.,  in 
Aspden  v.  Seddon,  1  Ex.  Div.  496,  as  might  possibly  assist  the  plain- 
tiff, are  extra  judicial.  There  is  therefore  no  ground  for  extending  the 
equitable  doctrine  as  we  are  asked  to  do. 

LrxDLEY,  L.  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  practical  question 
is,  whether  the  defendants,  being  mortgagees  in  possession,  are  bound 
to  repair  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  It  is  said  that  the  obli- 
gation to  repair  is  imposed  upon  them  because  the}*  took  a  conveyance 
of  the  land  with  notice  of  the  covenant,  and  Stephen,  J.,  has  thought 
himself  bound  by  Tulk  v.  Moxhay  and  Cooke  v.  Chilcott. 

Now  I  ma}*  first  say  that  I  do  not  think  that  the  defendants  could  be 
hit  by  any  process  of  circuit}'  of  action.  As  mortgagees  they  took  the 
land  subject  to  the  rent-charge  no  doubt,  so  far  as  the  liability  to  dis- 
tress and  re-entry  were  concerned.  I  do  not  think  that  either  covenant 
runs  with  the  land.  Neither  Milnes  v.  Branch,  5  M.  &  S.  411,  nor 
Randall  v.  Rigby,  4  M.  &  W.  130,  however,  applies  very  closely.  In 
Milnes  v.  Branch  the  plaintiff  was  not  assignee  in  fee  of  the  rent,  having 
only  a  leasehold  interest  in  that  rent.  In  Randall  v.  Rigby  the  ques- 
tion was  whether  debt  or  covenant  was  the  proper  form  of  action. 
There  are  dicta  in  the  judgments,  however,  which  favor  the  contention  of 
the  defendants  in  this  case,  and  it  is  impossible  not  to  see  that  the  bur- 
den of  the  covenant  does  not  run  with  the  land.  This  is  not  a  case  of 
landlord  and  tenant ;  we  must  never  lose  sight  of  that  distinction. 

With  regard  to  the  question  of  notice,  Tulk  v.  Moxhay  shows  that  a 
restrictive  covenant  will  be  enforced ;  and  so  do  Cox  v.  Bishop  and 
Wilson  v.  Hart,  Law  Rep.  1  Ch.  463.  But  I  think  that  the  result 
of  these  cases  is  that  only  such  a  covenant  as  can  be  complied  with 
without  expenditure  of  money  will  be  enforced  against  the  assignee  on 
the  ground  of  notice.  Especially  does  this  appear  from  Wilson  v. 
Hart,  Law  Rep.  1  Ch.  464,  where  a  covenant  not  to  use  a  house  as  a 
beershop  was  enforced  against  a  purchaser's  tenant  from  year  to  year. 
It  is  absurd  to  suppose  that  such  a  tenant  could  have  been  compelled  to 
perform  a  covenant  to  repair. 

The  principle  of  Cooke  v.  Chilcott  may  or  may  not  be  applicable 
to  this  case,  but  the  circumstances  were  wholly  different.  I  should  be 
sorry  to  overrule  that  case,  and  prefer  to  leave  it  to  be  reconsidered  on 
some  future  occasion.  It  is  enough  to  say  that  in  the  present  case  we 
have  been  asked  to  extend  Tulk  v.  Moxhay  as  it  has  never  been  ex- 
tended before,  and  we  decline  to  do  so.  Appeal  allowed.1 

1  See  Austerberry  v.  Oldham,  29  Ch.  Div.  750. 
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NEW  YORK  COURT  OF  APPEALS.     1862. 

[Reported  26  N.  Y.  105.] 

APPEAL  from  the  Superior  Court  of  the  city  of  New  York.  Action 
to  restrain  the  defendants,  who  owned  the  lot  on  the  northeast  corner  of 
Eighth  Street  and  Third  Avenue  in  the  city  of  New  York,  from  erecting 
a  building  thereon  covering  the  whole  lot,  and  to  require  them  to  leave  a 
space  of  eight  -  feet  between  the  building  and  the  line  of  the  street,  in 
conformity  to  the  plan  on  which  the  dwellings  of  the  plaintiffs  and  other 
proprietors  of  adjacent  lots  were  located.  From  the  pleadings,  and 
the  finding  of  the  judge  before  whom  the  cause  was  tried,  these  facts 
appeared  :  In  1829,  a  strip  of  land,  sixty  feet  in  width  from  the  Second 
to  the  Third  Avenue,  was  conve}~ed  to  the  city  of  New  York  for  the 
purposes  of  a  public  street.  It  was  accepted  by  the  city,  and  became 
a  part  of  Eighth  Street,  as  it  was  then  called.  On  and  prior  to  Febru- 
ary, 1831,  and  before  any  of  the  land  had  been  built  upon,  one  Davis 
became  the  owner  of  all  the  lots  on  both  the  sides  of  this  street  Davis 
made  a  map  of  the  street  between  the  Second  and  Third  Avenues,  in 
which  the  street  was  shown  as  seventy-six  feet  wide,  eight  feet  being 
added  on  each  side.  He  called  the  avenue,  thus  widened,  St.  Mark's 
Place.  This  was  before  he  sold  or  built  on  any  of  the  lots.  Soon 
thereafter,  in  conformity  with  this  plan,  Davis  erected  sixteen  dwelling- 
houses  on  the  south  side  of  the  street,  and  thirteen  on  the  north  side. 
They  were  of  a  superior  class,  all  upon  one  uniform  line,  eight  feet 
back  from  the  original  line  of  the  street,  the  eight  feet  being  devoted 
to  doorsteps  and  areas  enclosed  in  iron  fences.  When  Davis  sold  any 
of  the  houses  or  lots,  he  exhibited  this  plan  to  the  purchasers,  and 
represented  to  all  who  had  purchased  that  the  street  was  always  to 
remain  as  laid  out,  and  that,  when  he  so  formed  and  laid  out  the  street 
and  built  thereon,  he  gave  up  and  dedicated  the  strip  of  eight  feet  of 
land  on  each  lot  to  be  used  as  a  part  of  the  Place  in  the  manner  it  has 
since  been  used.  It  would  appear  that  the  effect  of  this  plan  of  build- 
ing was  to  save  the  sidewalk  from  the  encroachment  that  it  would 
otherwise  have  suffered  from  the  projection  of  the  doorsteps,  and  thus, 
in  effect,  to  widen  the  available  footpath.  In  October,  1832,  after 
sales  to  the  plaintiffs,  Davis  sold  two  lots  to  one  Henriques.  The  con- 
vej^ance,  though  absolute  in  form,  appears  to  have  been  in  the  nature 
of  a  mere  securit}*,  Davis  retaining  the  right  to  dispose  of  the  prop- 
erty and  account  for  the  proceeds.  In  1833  he  negotiated  the  sale  of 
these  lots  to  one  Wilkes,  showing  to  him  the  plan,  or  diagram  before 
mentioned,  and  declaring  his  intention  that  the  buildings  to  be  erected 
thereon  should  be  set  back  eight  feet  from  the  original  line  of  the  street. 
VOL.  ii.  —  32 
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On  one  of  these  lots,  which  was  on  a  corner,  "Wilkes  erected  a  building, 
owned  by  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  commencement  of  this  suit,  and 
which  it  was  preparing  to  tear  down.  This  building  and  two  others 
erected  by  Wilkes  were  located  in  conformit}'  to  the  line  previously 
adopted  and  built  upon  by  Davis.  The  deeds  of  Davis  were  absolute 
and  unrestricted,  conveying  the  legal  title  to  the  entire  lots  as  bounded 
by  the  original  line  of  the  street.  One  of  the  mesne  conveyances  under 
which  the  defendant  derived  title  refers  to  a  "  certain  court-yard  of 
eight  feet  in  width,"  as  included  in  the  premises,  and  at  the  end  of  the 
habendum  clause  are  the  words  :  "  Subject  to  all  restrictions  and  cove- 
nants, if  any  exist,  in  relation  to  keeping  the  court-yard  perpetually 
open  as  said  court-yard."  The  defendant  bought,  it  was  found  by  the 
judge,  with  notice  that  it  was  claimed  there  were  restrictions  which 
would  prevent  it  from  acquiring  a  right,  as  purchaser  of  the  lot,  to 
build  upon  the  eight  feet  described  as  courtyard. 

The  judge  found,  as  a  conclusion  of  law  from  these  facts,  that  Davis 
had  made  a  valid  dedication  of  the  eight  feet  of  land  on  each  side  of 
the  street,  and  that  its  validity  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  it  was 
made  with  the  intention  and  understanding  that  the  proprietors  of  lots 
should  be  at  liberty  to  enclose  eight  feet  as  an  area  or  court-yard.  He 
ordered  judgment  for  the  relief  demanded  in  the  complaint.  The  judg- 
ment was  affirmed  at  General  Term,  not  on  the  ground  of  dedication, 
but  on  the  ground  that,  the  original  purchasers  having  verbally  agreed 
to,  and  executed  a  plan  for,  the  improvement  of  the  Place,  they  were 
bound  to  adhere  to  it,  and  the  defendant,  purchasing  with  notice,  took 
subject,  to  the  same  equity.  The  defendant  appealed  to  this  court. 

William  Allen  Sutler,  for  the  appellant. 

Richard  Mott,  for  the  respondent. 

SUTHERLAND,  J.  It  is  very  plain  that  this  action  could  not  be  main- 
tained on  the  ground  that  the  strip  of  ground,  eight  feet  in  width,  which 
it  was  the  purpose  of  the  action  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  building 
on,  had  been  dedicated  to  the  public.  The  deeds  from  Davis  to  Hen- 
riques,  and  from  Henriques  to  Wilkes,  which  were  deeds  with  full  cov- 
enants, bound  the  lots  on  the  original  line  of  the  street,  sixty  feet  in 
width ;  thus  including  the  strip  of  land  in  question.  Usually,  when 
land  is  dedicated  to  public  use,  the  owner  retains  the  legal  title.  No 
doubt  there  may  be  an  express  dedication  by  deed  ;  but,  as  the  public 
cannot  be  a  grantee,  or  the  grantees,  when  there  is  an  express  dedica- 
tion by  deed,  the  deed  must  be  to  an  individual,  or  body  corporate, 
capable  of  being  a  grantee,  and  of  holding  for  the  use  of  the  public. 
Neither  of  the  deeds  before  mentioned  declared  an}"  such  public  use  or 
trust ;  and  the  covenants  in  the  deeds  would  seem  to  be  inconsistent 
with  an  intention  by  such  deeds  to  dedicate  the  strip  of  land  to  public 
use.  The  deeds  from  Davis  to  Maxwell,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  convey 
with  full  covenants  to  the  street  line,  and  without  any  restriction,  stipu- 
lation, or  dedication  as  to  the  eight  feet.  The  making  and  exhibition 
of  the  map  of  St.  Mark's  Place  by  Davis,  showing  an  open  space  of 
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seventy-six  feet  in  width,  that  is,  eight  feet  on  both  sides  wider  than 
the  original  street,  was  perfectly  consistent  with  an  intention  on  the 
part  of  Davis  to  appropriate  these  strips  of  eight  feet  in  width,  on  both 
sides  of  the  original  street,  to  the  private  use  of  the  occupiers  of  the 
lots  on  both  sides  of  the  street ;  and  the  case  shows  that  these  strips  of 
eight  feet  on  each  side  have  been  enclosed  in  court-yards,  with  iron 
railings.  The  judge  who  tried  the  case  at  Special  Term  did  not  find  as 
a  fact  that  these  strips  of  eight  feet  in  width  had  been  used  by  the  pub- 
lic. There  is  no  fact  found,  or  admitted  by  the  pleadings,  from  which 
an  acceptance  by  the  public  of  am-  intended  dedication  can  be  inferred. 
It  appears  to  me  plain,  then,  that  the  judgment  in  this  case  cannot  be 
affirmed  on  the  ground  of  dedication. 

But  I  think  the  action  could  be  maintained,  and  that  the  judgment 
below  can  be  affirmed,  on  another  principle. 

From  the  facts  found  by  the  judge  at  Special  Term,  it  appears  that 
when  the  plaintiff  Maxwell  and  others  bought  lots  in  St.  Mark's  Place 
of  Davis,  they  were  shown  the  map  or  plan  of  St.  Mark's  Place,  show- 
ing that  the  houses  on  both  sides  of  the  Place  were  to  be  set  back  eight 

O  D 

feet  from  the  street,  and  that  they  bought  on  the  assurance  of  Davis 
that  that  plan  should  be  observed  in  building  on  the  Place ;  that  the 
strips  of  eight  feet  in  width  on  both  sides  of  the  street  should  not  be 
built  upon,  but  kept  open.  It  is  to  be  presumed  that  they  would  not 
have  bought  and  paid  their  money  except  upon  this  assurance.  It  is 
to  be  presumed  that,  relying  upon  this  assurance,  they  paid  a  larger 
price  for  the  lots  than  otherwise  they  would  have  paid.  Selling  and 
conveying  the  lots  under  such  circumstances  and  with  such  assurances, 
though  verbal,  bound  Davis  in  equity  and  good  conscience  to  use  and 
dispose  of  all  the  remaining  lots  so  that  the  assurances  upon  which 
Maxwell  and  others  had  bought  their  lots  would  be  kept  or  fulfilled. 
This  equity  attached  to  the  remaining  lots,  so  that  any  one  subsequent!}- 
purchasing  from  Davis  an}'  one  or  more  of  the  remaining  lots,  with 
notice  of  the  equity  as  between  Davis  and  Maxwell  and  others,  the 
prior  purchasers,  would  not  stand  in  a  different  situation  from  Davis, 
but  would  be  bound  by  that  equity. 

In  Tulk  v.  Moxhay,  11  Beav.  571,  a  covenant  by  the  grantee  of  a 
piece  of  land  to  use  it  as  a  private  square  was  enforced  against  a  pur- 
chaser from  the  grantee  with  notice.  The  Lord  Chancellor  said  the 
question  was,  not  "  whether  the  covenant  ran  with  the  land,  but 
whether  a  party  shall  be  permitted  to  use  the  land  inconsistent!}-  with 
the  contract  entered  into  by  his  vendor,  and  with  notice  of  which  he 
purchased."  He  then  states  this  principle  as  an  answer  to  the  ques- 
tion:  "If  an  equity  attached  to  the  property  by  the  owner,  no  one 
purchasing  with  notice  of  that  equit}*  can  stand  in  a  different  situation 
from  the  party  from  whom  he  purchased."  See  also  Patching  v.  Dob- 
bins, Kay,  1 ;  Coles  v.  Sims,  Id.  56  ;  Rankin  v.  Huskinson,  4  Sim. 
13  ;  Whatman  v.  Gibson,  9  Id.  196  ;  Schreiber  v.  Creed,  10  Id.  9. 

In  Hill  v.  Miller,  3  Paige,  254,  where  M.  had  purchased  land  in  a 
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village  adjoining  a  public  street,  and  it  was  at  the  same  time  agreed 
between  him  and  the  vendor  that  a  triangular  piece  of  ground  belonging 
to  the  vendor  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  street  should  never  be  built 
upon,  but  should  be  deemed  public. property  ;  and  the  vendor  executed 
to  M.  a  deed  of  the  land  sold,  and  a  bond  for  the  performance  of  the 
agreement  as  to  the  triangular  piece  of  land,  both  instruments  being 
duly  proved  and  recorded ;  and  H.  afterwards  purchased  of  M.  the 
land  opposite  the  triangular  piece,  after  being  informed  bj*  him  of  the 
privilege  secured  by  the  bond,  —  it  was  held,  that  H.  was  entitled  to 
the  benefit  of  the  easement,  and  that  M.  could  not,  without  his  consent, 
be  permitted  to  make  a  new  arrangement  with  the  holders  of  the  legal 
estate  in  the  triangular  piece  of  land,  by  which  buildings  should  be 
erected  thereon. 

In  Harrow  v.  Richard,  8  Paige,  351,  where  the  owner  of  a  block  of 
ground  in  the  city  of  New  York  divided  it  into  lots,  and  sold  the  lots 
from  time  to  time  to  different  individuals,  and  the  conveyances  of  the 
lots  contained  mutual  covenants  between  the  grantor  and  grantees 
respective!}*  against  the  erection  of  any  liver)'  stable,  slaughter  house, 
glue  factory,  &c.,  upon  any  part  of  the  lots  conve}*ed,  or  the  carrying 
on  of  any  manufactory,  trade  or  business,  which  might  be  in  any  wise 
offensive  to  the  neighboring  inhabitants  ;  it  was  held  that  the  covenants 
in  the  deeds  of  the  different  lots  were  for  the  mutual  benefit  of  all  the 
purchasers  of  lots  on  the  block ;  and  that,  although  a  previous  pur- 
chaser from  the  owner  of  the  block  could  not  sue  at  law  upon  the  cove- 
nant in  the  deed  to  a  subsequent  purchaser,  the  Court  of  Chancery 
might  protect  him  by  injunction  against  the  carrying  on  of  any  noxious 
business  or  trade  upon  the  lot  of  such  subsequent  purchaser. 

The  plaintiff.  Maxwell,  in  the  principal  case,  bought  two  of  the  lots 
on  St.  Mark's  Place,  on  which  first-class  dwelling-houses  had  been 
erected  by  Davis,  according  to  the  map  or  plan  of  St.  Mark's  Place, 
made  and  exhibited  by  him  (the  houses  being  set  back  eight  feet  from 
the  street),  on  the  13th  da}*  of  January,  1832,  that  being  the  date  of 
Maxwell's  deed.  The  facts  found  by  the  judge  at  Special  Term,  and  the 
facts  admitted  by  the  pleadings,  show  that  these  lots  were  bought  b}* 
Maxwell  upon  the  assurance  or  agreement  of  Davis  that  all  the  houses 
on  the  Place,  as  shown  on  the  map,  were  to  be  set  back  eight  feet 
from  the  street,  leaving  the  open  space  betwen  the  houses  seventy-six 
feet  in  width. 

The  judge  at  Special  Term  found  that  on  the  llth  of  October,  1832, 
Davis  conveyed  to  Moses  Henriques  two  lots  on  Third  Avenue,  at  the 
northeast  corner  of  Third  Avenue  and  Eighth  Street  (the  strip  of  land 
of  eight  feet  in  width,  which  it  was  the  object  of  this  suit  to  restrain 
the  defendant  from  building  on,  being  a  part  of  the  northeast  corner 
lot) ,  and  a  lot  on  Eighth  Street,  next  easterly  of  the  corner  lots  ;  that 
this  deed  was  in  the  nature  of  a  mortgage  to  secure  the  firm  of  Josephs 
&  Co.,  of  which  Henriques  was  a  member,  for  money  loaned  by  the 
firm  to  Davis,  Davis  still  retaining  the  right  to  dispose  of  the  property, 
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accounting  to  them  for  the  same  when  sold  ;  that  on  the  13th  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1833,  Davis  negotiated  a  sale  of  these  lots  to  Edmund  Wilkes, 
who  on  that  day  received  a  deed  from  Henriques  and  wife  for  the  lots ; 
that  at  the  time  Davis  sold  these  lots  to  Wilkes,  he  showed  Wilkes  the 
diagram  of  the  Place,  and  declared  his  intention  to  set  the  building 
back  eight  feet  from  the  original  line  of  the  street ;  that  when  Wilkes 
built  the  corner  building  now  owned  by  the  defendant,  and  also  two 
other  houses  east  of  it,  he  erected  them  all  on  the  line  designated  by 
Davis,  and  in  conformity  with  the  line  of  the  other  buildings  previously 
erected  by  Davis  on  that  street,  carrying  out  the  plan  which  Davis  had 
previously  formed  of  making  St.  Mark's  Place  a  uniform  street  or  Place 
of  seventj'-six  feet  in  width. 

The  defendant  holds  through  several  mesne  conveyances  from  Wilkes. 
The  defendant  bought  with  notice  that  it  was  claimed  that  there  were 
restrictions  which  would  prevent  the  defendant  from  acquiring  a  right, 
as  purchaser  of  the  lots,  to  build  upon  the  eight  feet  described  as  a 
court-yard.  The  uniformity  of  the  position  of  all  the  houses  on  St. 
Mark's  Place  was  probably  sufficient  alone  to  put  the  defendant  on 
inquiry. 

It  is  probable  that  the  equity  arising  from  the  circumstances  and 
assurances  under  which  the  lots  were  sold  and  conveyed  by  Davis,  was 
mutual,  as  between  him  and  his  grantees  respectively ;  and  hence,  that 
it  would  be  easy  to  show  that  the  equity  was  mutual  as  between  his 
grantees,  without  regard  to  priority  of  convej'ances,  so  that  the  equity 
would  or  might  exist  in  favor  of  a  subsequent  grantee  against  a  prior 
grantee,  as  well  as  in  favor  of  a  prior  grantee  against  a  subsequent 
grantee ;  but  it  is  unnecessary  in  this  case  to  examine  or  decide  that 
question. 

The  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs, 
on  the  ground  of  the  equity  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  prior  grantees, 
arising  from  the  circumstances  and  assurances  under  which  they  took 
their  conveyances  and  paid  their  money ;  which  equity  attaches  to  the 
remaining  lots,  and  can  and  ought  to  be  enforced  against  the  defendant, 
taking  with  notice,  or  under  circumstances  equivalent  to  notice,  of  the 
equity  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs. 

SELDEN,  J.,  did  not  sit  in  the  case  ;  all  the  other  judges  concurring. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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WINFIELD  v.  HENNING. 

NEW  JERSEY  COURT  OF  CHANCERY.     1870. 

[Reported  6  C.  E.  Green,  188.] 

ON  motion  to  dissolve  injunction,  upon  bill  and  answer. 

Mr.  Dixon,  in  support  of  the  motion. 

Mr.  Ransom,  contra. 

THE  CHANCELLOR.  The  complainant  owns  a  house  and  lot  on  the 
south  side  of  South  Fifth  Street,  formerly,  called  also  Gilbert  Street,  in 
Jersey  City.  The  defendant  owns  a  house  and  lot  adjoining  it  on  the 
west,  and  on  the  corner  of  South  Fifth  Street  and  Coles  Street.  These 
lots  are  part  of  a  tract  of  one  hundred  feet  square,  at  the  southeast 
corner  of  Coles  Street  and  South  Fifth  Street,  which  was  convej'ed  by 
the  devisees  of  John  B.  Coles  to  Keenej*  and  Wheeler,  on  the  first  of 
May,  1854.  In  the  deed  the  premises  were  designated  by  numbers,  as 
four  lots  fronting  on  South  Fifth  or  Gilbert  Street,  and  the  deed  con- 
tained this  provision  :  "  It  being  expressly  understood  and  agreed  that 
the  houses  which  may  be  erected  on  Gilbert  Street  shall  be  set  back 
ten  feet  from  the  southerly  line  of  said  street." 

In  May,  1857,  Keeney  conveyed  his  interest  in  this  tract  to  Wheeler, 
who  afterwards  erected  on  it  five  two-story  houses  of  twenty-feet  front 
on  South  Fifth  Street,  ten  feet  from  the  south  line  of  the  street.  After 
they  were  built,  in  May,  1858,  he  conveyed  the  house  and  lot  of  the 
complainant  to  a  grantee,  through  whom  the  complainant  derives  title ; 
and  one  year  after  this  he  conveyed  the  house  and  lot  of  the  defendant 
to  a  grantee,  through  whom  the  defendant  claims  title.  The  stipulation 
as  to  the  placing  houses  ten  feet  from  the  street,  is  not  contained  in  any 
deed  after  that  to  Keeney  and  Wheeler.  The  grantors  in  that  deed 
owned  a  large  number  of  lots  in  the  viciuit}',  some  of  which  were  on  the 
opposite  side  of  the  street,  and  retained  them  after  the  deed  to  Keeuey 
and  Wheeler. 

The  defendant,  in  May,  1870,  commenced  erecting  an  addition  to  the 
dwelling-house  on  his  lot,  which  would  occupy  the  ten  feet  between  it 
and  the  street,  by  which  the  westerly  view  or  prospect  from  the  front  of 
the  complainant's  house  is  cut  off.  The  injunction  restrains  the  defend- 
ant from  proceeding  with  or  completing  that  building. 

The  two  questions  in  the  case  are,  whether  the  defendant  is  bound  by 
the  stipulation  or  covenant  in  the  deed  from  the  Coles  family,  and  if  he 
is,  whether  the  complainant  has  any  right  to  compel  its  performance. 

The  provision  or  covenant  in  the  deed  is  not  like  that  in  Spencer's 
Case,  5  Rep.  16,  as  was  urged  on  the  argument.  It  does  not  relate  to 
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something  collateral  to  the  land,  but  to  the  land  conveyed  itself.  In 
that  case  the  covenant  was  to  erect  a  brick  wall  on  an  adjoining  lot. 
Nor  does  it  relate  to  a  thing  not  in  esse,  as  a  wall  to  be  built ;  but  it  re- 
lates to  the  ten  feet  of  the  tract  next  to  the  street,  and  the  negative 
stipulation  not  to  erect  houses  on  that  is,  in  its  legal  effect,  to  keep  it 
free  from  buildings  ;  this  is  the  only  legal  effect  of  the  covenant ;  it 
does  not  oblige  the  grantees  or  their  assigns  to  erect  buildings  at  that 
distance,  or  to  erect  any  houses  at  all. 

The  stipulation  names  no  one  as  bound,  neither  the  grantees,  their 
heirs  or  assigns,  but  it  is  annexed  to  the  land  and  the  grant  of  it,  and 
must  therefore  be  co-extensive  with  the  estate  granted ,  which  is  to 
them,  their  heirs  and  assigns.  In  a  suit  by  the  grantors  there  would 
be  no  question  but  that  this  stipulation  would  be  enforced  against  any 
owner  of  this  tract,  or  any  part  of  it,  who  derived  his  title  through 
this  deed. 

The  question  whether  the  complainant  is  entitled  to  enforce  this  stipu- 
lation, is  not  so  clear.  If  any  purchaser  of  the  other  lots  retained  by 
the  Coles  family  at  the  giving  of  this  deed,  and  injured  by  this  erection, 
was  the  complainant,  the  authorities  are  numerous  and  decided  that  he 
would  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  this  stipulation.  Tulk  v.  Moxhay, 
11  Beav.  571 ;  s.  c.  2  Phil.  774 ;  Barron  v.  Richard,  3  Edw.  Ch.  96 ; 
Hills  v.  Miller,  3  Paige,  254. 

But  in  this  case  both  parties  derive  title  from  the  covenantors,  and 
not  from  the  covenantee ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  they  are  bound 
to  each  other  by  the  covenants  which  Wheeler  entered  into  with  the 
Coles  family,  for  the  benefit  of  the  property  which  they  retained.  An 
action  at  law  could  not  be  maintained  by  the  complainant  against  the 
defendant  on  such  covenant.  But  in  equity  their  position  is  different. 
Both  parties  are  bound  to  the  grantors  in  the  Coles  deed  to  keep  this 
front  free  from  buildings  ;  each  is  subject  to  the  easement  over  his  lot, 
in  favor  of  those  subsequently  deriving  title  from  Coles,  and  each  is 
equitably  and  justly  entitled  to  the  advantage  which  the  observance  of 
this  stipulation  by  his  neighbor  may  be  to  him.  If  all  were  relieved 
from  the  incumbrance,  none  perhaps  could  complain.  But  to  be  re- 
strained from  extending  his  own  building  to  the  street,  and  to  have  his 
neighbor  on  each  side  project  in  front  of  him,  would  be  a  much  greater 
grievance  to  any  of  these  lot  owners  than  was  contained  in  the  stipu- 
lation in  the  deed  through  which  he  derived  title ;  and  he  has  no  power 
to  compel  the  grantors  to  enforce  the  covenant.  It  seems  equitable 
that  this  court  should,  at  his  instance,  compel  the  observance  of  this 
covenant.  This  view  is  supported  by  the  dictum  of  Lord  Romilly  in 
a  case  heard  before  him  at  the  Rolls,  in  1866,  Western  v.  Macdermott, 
1  Eq.  Cas.  L.  R.  507 ;  and  by  a  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Rhode  Island,  Greene  v.  Creighton,  7  R.  I.  R.  1. 

This  easement  was  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  convej-ance  of  the 
complainant's  lot  by  Wheeler,  who  still  retained  the  lot  of  the  defend- 
ant, which  was  the  dominant  tenement ;  and  this  space  being  left  open 
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in  compliance  with  a  covenant  or  stipulation  binding  on  both  lots,  it 
might  be  held  to  be  an  apparent  and  continuous  easement,  to  which 
the  part  retained  was  thus  made  subject. 

The  motion  to  dissolve  must  be  denied. 


SHARP  v.  ROPES. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1872. 
[Reported  110  Mass.  381.] 

BILL  in  equity,  filed  July  10,  1872,  alleging  that  Stephen  Heath  in 
1865,  being  the  owner  of  a  parcel  of  land  on  a  way,  now  called  Gordon 
Street,  in  West  Roxbury,  laid  it  out  in  lots ;  that  he  conveyed  lot  8 
and  part  of  lot  7  to  George  G.  Drew,  by  deeds  containing  the  following 
provision:  "That  for  the  term  of  fifteen  years  from  the  first  clay  of 
January,  1866,  no  building  shall  be  erected  or  placed  on  said  land,  the 
main  part  of  which  shall  come  within  twenty  feet  of  said  street  or  way  ; 
and  the  main  part  of  any  such  building  shall  not  be  less  than  two 
stories  high,  exclusive  of  basement  and  attic ;  and  that  no  trade  or 
manufacture  injurious  or  offensive  to  dwelling-houses,  or  their  occu- 
pants in  that  neighborhood,  shall  be  carried  on,  and  no  livery  stable 
or  swine  shall  be  kept  on  said  land  during  said  time.  A  violation  of 
either  of  said  restrictions  shall  not  make  a  forfeiture  of  the  estate, 
but  in  case  of  any  such  violation  said  Heath,  his  heirs  or  devisees,  may 
enter  upon  said  land,  and  abate  or  remove,  forcibly  if  necessary,  any- 
thing erected,  placed  or  kept  therein,  in  violation  of  said  restrictions, 
and  at  the  expense  of  the  guilty  party  ;  "  that  the  land  has  since  been 
conveyed  to  the  plaintiff  by  deeds  containing  the  same  provision  ;  that 
after  the  conve3iance  to  Drew,  Heath  conveyed  lot  6  and  the  rest  of  lot 
7  to  the  defendant,  by  deeds  containing  the  same  provision ;  and  that 
the  defendant  knew  that  the  restrictions  were  for  the  benefit  of  all  the 
lots  ;  but  that  he  was  nevertheless  proceeding  to  erect  a  building  on  lot 
6*  within  twenty  feet  of  Gordon  Street.  The  prayer  was  that  he  might 
be  restrained  from  so  doing.  The  case  was  reserved  by  Gray,  J.,  for 
the  determination  of  the  full  court,  on  the  pleadings  and  an  agreed 
statement  of  facts,  substantial!}'  as  follows  :  — 

In  1865  Stephen  Heath,  a  house  builder,  being  the  owner  of  a  parcel 
of  land  in  West  Roxbury,  laid  it  out  in  lots  for  building  purposes,  ac- 
cording to  a  plan,  dated  March  25,  1865,  and  recorded  in  the  registry 
of  deeds  for  the  county,  and  the  material  part  of  which  is  copied  in  the 
margin  (page  505).  The  way,  thirty  feet  wide,  laid  down  on  the  plan, 
is  now  a  public  highway,  called  Gordon  Street. 

By  deed  dated  December  23,  1865,  and  recorded  March  1,  1866, 
Heath  conveyed  to  George  G.  Drew  lot  8,  and  by  deed  dated  June  27, 
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1866,  and  recorded  July  12,  1866,  he  conveyed  to  him  a  strip  of  lot  7, 
adjacent  to  lot  8.  Both  these  deeds  contained  the  provision  set  out  in 
the  bill.  Drew  immediately  built  a  house  upon  the  land  convened  to 
him,  and  the  land  has  since  been  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff  by  deeds  con- 
taining the  same  provision.  Before  the  deeds  to  Drew,  Heath  erected 
on  lot  10  a  dwelling-house,  no  part  of  which  was  within  twenty  feet  of 
the  wa}-,  and  of  this  house  he  remained  the  owner  until  his  death  ;  but 
he  lived  a  mile  distant. 

By  deed  dated  June  27, 1866,  and  recorded  September  7, 1866,  Heath 
conveyed  to  the  defendant  the  rest  of  lot  7  and  the  northern  part  of  lot 
6  ;  and  b}*  deed  dated  February  27,  1867,  and  recorded  March  11,  1867, 
he  conve}*ed  to  the  defendant  the  southern  part  of  lot  6.  Both  these 
deeds  contained  the  same  provision  as  the  deeds  to  Drew. 

In  all  the  deeds  to  Drew  and  the  defendant,  the  granted  premises  were 
described  by  reference  to  the  plan  on  record. 

By  deed  dated  March  27,  1865,  Heath  had  conveyed  lot  11  by  a  deed 
containing  no  restrictions  whatever.  He  conveyed  lots  3  and  4  by  deeds 
dated  respectively  November  1,  1865,  and  January  1,  1867,  and  lots  1 
and  2  by  deed  dated  April  1,  1868,  all  these  deeds  containing  the  same 
provision  as  the  deeds  to  Drew  and  the  defendant,  except  that  the 
buildings,  instead  of  being  required  not  to  come  within  twenty  feet  of 
Gordon  Street,  were  required  not  to  come  within  fifteen  feet  of  Green 
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Street;  and  he  conveyed  lot  5  by  a  deed  dated  May  27,  1867,  contain- 
ing no  provision  as  to  the  distance  from  Green  Street  within  which  a 
building  might  not  be  erected.  In  1868  Heath  died,  leaving  a  will,  by 
which  he  devised  lots  9  and  10  to  his  widow,  Susan  B.  Heath,  who  was 
his  executrix,  and  who,  with  her  family,  has  lived  in  the  house  on  lot 
10  for  two  years. 

The  defendant  was  proceeding  to  erect  a  large  building  on  the  south- 
ern part  of  lot  6,  within  four  feet  of  Gordon  Street.  The  plaintiff  asked 
Susan  B.  Heath  to  prevent  the  erection  of  the  building,  but  she  refused, 
and  verbally  consented  to  its  erection. 

If  it  is  competent  evidence,  it  was  agreed  to  be  a  fact  that  when  the 
defendant  took  his  deed  of  February  27,  1867,  he  had  no  knowledge 
that  there  was  any  restriction  in  any  deed  from  Heath  to  any  one  else ; 
and  that  Heath  stated  to  him  "  that  he  would  waive  the  restriction  if 
he  insisted  upon  it,  that  he  did  not  consider  it  amounted  to  much,  that 
the  property  would  have  to  be  used  for  shops  in  a  short  time,  and  that 
the  defendant  would  not  be  troubled  if  he  built  a  shop  next  to  Gordon 
Street."  The  case  was  submitted  on  briefs. 

J?.  Olney,  for  the  plaintiff. 

T.  P.  Proctor,  W.  W.  Warren,  and  H.  R.  Brigham,  for  the  de- 
fendant. 

AMES,  J.  The  case  finds  that  Stephen  Heath,  being  the  owner  of  the 
entire  tract  of  land,  caused  it  to  be  laid  out  in  eleven  separate  building 
lots.  A  plan,  showing  the  streets  that  were  to  be  opened,  and  the 
different  lots,  with  their  respective  dimensions,  areas  and  numbers,  was 
duly  recorded  in  the  registry  of  deeds  ;  but  this  plan  furnishes  no  inti- 
mation of  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  grantor  to  impose  any  re- 
striction whatever  upon  purchasers,  in  regard  to  the  manner  in  which 
they  were  to  occupy  or  build  upon  the  lots  which  they  should  purchase. 
Of  the  five  lots  upon  the  northerly  side  of  Gordon  Street,  lot  10  was 
built  upon  bj-  the  grantor  himself,  he  having  erected  a  dwelling-house 
thereon,  which  has  been  occupied  by  his  famity  since  his  decease.  Lot 
8  and  a  portion  of  lot  7  were  sold  and  conveyed  by  him  to  George  G. 
Drew,  and  have  since  been  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff.  The  remainder 
of  lot  7  and  the  whole  of  lot  6  were  conveyed  to  the  defendant.  Thus, 
of  the  five  lots  lying  on  the  northerl}'  side  of  that  street,  three  were  con- 
veyed by  said  Heath  to  two  separate  purchasers,  subject  to  the  con- 
ditions and  restrictions  recited  in  the  plaintiffs  bill.  There  is  no 
suggestion  that  the  other  two  lots  were  subjected  to  any  restriction 
of  the  kind. 

It  is  not  claimed  that,  in  regard  to  an}-  of  the  lots,  there  was  any 
written  covenant  by  the  grantor,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  there  was 
am-  express  stipulation  or  direct  assurance  on  his  part,  that  any  per- 
son who  should  purchase  a  lot  on  the  north  side  of  that  street  should 
have  the  benefit  of  a  restriction  binding  all  the  other  purchasers  to 
leave  an  open  space  between  their  dwelling-houses  and  the  street  The 
only  ground  upon  which  the  plaintiff  can  rest  her  claim  that  the  restric- 
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tion  in  question  was  intended  to  operate  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  pur- 
chasers, and  to  establish  a  general  plan  of  building,  by  which  each  one 
would  acquire  a  right  in  the  nature  of  an  easement  in  the  land  pur- 
chased by  the  others,  is  to  be  found  in  the  fact,  that  in  his  transactions 
with  two  separate  and  independent  purchasers,  the  grantor  conveyed  a 
portion  of  the  land  in  each  case,  subject  to  the  terms  and  conditions 
set  forth  in  the  bill  of  complaint.  It  is  true  that,  of  these  conditions, 
the  one  prohibiting  the  prosecution  of  an}'  offensive  trade  or  manufac- 
ture upon  the  premises,  or  the  using  of  them  for  the  keeping  of  swine, 
or  of  a  liven*  stable,  would  in  practice  be  beneficial  to  the  neighbor- 
hood generally.  But  it  is  to  be  remembered  that  the  grantor  had  him- 
self built  a  dwelling-house  in  that  immediate  neighborhood,  and  the 
provision  which  he  made  for  the  prevention  of  nuisances  may  have  been 
intended  for  the  benefit  of  that  particular  house. 

It  is  undoubtedly  true,  and  has  often  been  decided,  that  where  a  tract 
of  land  is  subdivided  into  lots,  and  those  lots  are  conveyed  to  separate 
purchasers,  subject  to  conditions  that  are  of  a  nature  to  operate  as  in- 
ducements to  the  purchase,  and  to  give  to  each  purchaser  the  benefit  of 
a  general  plan  of  building  or  occupation,  so  that  each  shall  have  attached 
to  his  own  lot  a  right  in  the  nature  of  an  easement  or  incorporeal  here- 
ditament in  the  lots  of  the  others,  a  right  is  thereby  acquired  by  each 
grantee  which  he  may  enforce  against  an}*  other  grantee.  Whitney  v. 
Union  Railway  Co.,  11  Gray,  359  ;  Parker  v.  Nightingale,  6  Allen, 
341 ;  Linzee  v.  Mixer ,*101  Mass.  512 ;  Tulk  v.  Moxhay,  2  Phil.  Ch. 
774.  But  in  the  case  at  bar  there  is  nothing  from  which  the  court  can 
infer  that  the  restriction  contained  in  the  deed  from  Heath  to  the  de- 
fendant was  intended  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate  now  owned  by  the 
plaintiff.  No  such  purpose  can  be  gathered  from  the  plan,  or  from  the 
situation  of  the  property  with  reference  to  other  land  of  the  grantor.  It 
purports  to  be  a  condition  imposed  by  the  grantor,  and  the  deed  points 
out  the  mode  in  which  lie,  his  heirs  or  devisees  may  enforce  it.  Neither 
of  the  deeds,  under  which  these  parties  respectively  claim,  purports  to 
give  to  the  grantee  an}*  such  right  against  any  other  grantee.  For 
ought  that  appears,  the  condition  may  have  been  intended  for  the 
benefit  of  the  grantor  or  his  family,  as  long  as  they  continue  to  own 
the  dwelling-house.  The  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  plaintiff,  if  she 
insists  upon  giving  to  that  condition  any  wider  application,  and  this 
burden  we  do  not  find  that  she  has  sustained. 

The  cases  cited  and  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiffs  counsel  do  not  ap- 
pear to  us  to  meet  this  difficulty.  In  Tallmadge  v.  East  Miver  Bank, 
26  N.  Y.  105,  a  landowner  in  New  York  city  had  laid  out  a  street  sixty 
feet  in  width,  and  had  sold  the  building  lots  on  each  side,  making  use 
in  the  sales  of  a  plan  which  showed  that  an  open  space  was  to  be  re- 
served in  front  of  each  lot.  The  purchasers  bought  under  this  plan, 
and  with  the  express  assurance  that  it  should  be  adhered  to,  and  their 
right  to  enjoy  the  promised  advantages  was  sustained  by  the  court.  In 
Hills  v.  Miller,  3  Paige,  254,  the  owner  had  sold  a  tract  of  land,  giving 
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at  the  same  time  a  bond  that  a  smaller  triangular  lot  belonging  to  him, 
in  front  of  the  lot  sold,  should  not  be  occupied  with  buildings.  The  court 
held  that  the  deed  and  the  bond  constituted  one  contract,  and  created  an 
easement  which  could  be  enforced  against  any  purchaser  of  the  triangu- 
lar lot,  with  notice.  In  Harrow  v.  Richard,  8  Paige,  351,  an  estate 
had  been  subdivided  into  a  large  number  of  building  lots,  which  the 
owner  had  conveyed  by  deeds  to  various  purchasers,  with  express  cove- 
nants against  all  trades,  &c.,  offensive  to  u  the  neighboring  inhabi- 
tants." The  English  cases  also  cited,  Child  v.  Douglas,  Ka}*,  560, 
Coles  v.  Sims,  5  De  G.  M.  &  G.  1,  and  Western  v.  Macdermott,  L.  R. 
2  Ch.  72,  are  all  of  them  cases  in  which  a  general  building  plan,  or  uni- 
form system  and  mode  of  occupation,  had  been  distinctly  established 
and  made  a  part  of  the  title  conveyed,  in  express  terms,  either  by  the 
deed  itself,  or  by  some  covenant  or  obligation  connected  with  it  by  ref- 
erence. But  we  find  nothing  in  the  terms  of  the  conveyance,  or  in  any 
reference  to  a  plan  or  covenant,  or  in  the  circumstances  of  the  transac- 
tion, or  the  situation  of  the  property,  that  will  justif}'  us  in  saying  that 
any  such  general  plan  or  S3*stem  was  intended  by  the  grantor  to  be  es- 
tablished for  the  benefit  of  grantees,  or  to  make  a  part  of  their  respec- 
tive titles.  The  case  in  our  judgment  is  closely  analogous  to  Badger 
v.  Boardman,  16  Gray,  559  ;  Jewell  v.  Lee,  14  Allen,  145  ;  Jlubbellv. 
Warren,  8  Allen,  173,  178,  and  is  disposed  of  according  to  the  law 
decided  in  these  cases,  by  an  order  that  the 

Bitt  be  dismissed,  with  costs.1 


PECK  v.  CONWAY. 
SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1876. 

[Reported  119  Mass.  546.] 

BILL  in  equity,  by  the  owner  of  lot  A.,  shown  on  the  plan  printed  in 
the  margin  of  page  509,  to  restrain  the  defendants,  the  owners  of  lots 
B  and  C,  from  building  on  lot  B. 

1  In  Dana  v.  Wentworth,  111  Mas3.  291  (1873),  the  owner  of  a  parcel  of  land 
bounding  on  a  street  conveyed  it  by  a  deed  with  a  condition  that  the  grantee,  or  his 
heirs  or  assigns,  should  not  build  on.  the  land  within  eight  feet  of  the  street.  The 
grantee  conveyed  the  land  in  several  lots.  It  was  held,  that  the  grantor  could  not 
maintain  a  bill  in  equity,  for  the  benefit  of  the  owners  of  some  of  these  lots  to  restrain 
the  owner  of  another  from  violating  the  condition,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  that  the 
condition  was  imposed  as  part  of  a  general  plan  for  the  benefit  of  the  land  granted,  and 
of  other  land  on  the  street. 

Put  in  the  following  Massachusetts  cases  it  was  held  sufficiently  to  appear  that  a  re- 
striction placed  on  land  was  for  the  benefit  of  adjoining  land  conveyed  or  to  be  con- 
veyed. Parker  v.  Nightingale.,  8  Allen,  341  ;  Jeffries  v.  Jeffries,  117  Mass.  184  ; 
lobey  v.  Moore,  130  Mass.  448.  See  also  Barrow  v.  Richard,  8  Paige,  351.  Cf.  Jewell 
v.  Lee.  14  AileD;  145. 
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The  case  was  reserved  by  Colt,  J.,  upon  the  pleadings  and  the 
report  of  a  master,  for  the  consideration  of  the  full  court,  and  was  as 
follows :  — 

Richard  Ensign,  on  February  14,  1848,  being  the  owner  of  lots  A 
and  B,  and  occup}-ing  lot  A  as  a  homestead,  conveyed  lot  B,  in  fee 
simple,  with  general  covenants  of  warranty,  to  Joseph  B.  Huggins,  who 
was  then  the  owner  of  lot  C.  The  deed  described  the  land  by  metes 
and  bounds,  and  following  the  description  was  this  clause :  "  With  this 
express  reservation,  that  no  building  is  to  be  erected  by  the  said 
Joseph  B.,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  upon  the  land  herein  conveyed." 

The  defendants  purchased  lots  B  and  C  in  1874.  Of  the  deeds  in  the 
chain  of  title  from  Huggins,  which  were  all  duly  recorded  before  the  de- 
fendants purchased,  some  mentioned  or  referred  to  the  reservation  in 
Ensign's  deed,  but  the  deed  to  the  defendants,  which  contained  full 
covenants  of  warranty,  made  no  mention  of  it  or  reference  to  former 
deeds.  The  defendants  made  no  examination  of  the  records  before 
their  purchase,  and  had  no  actual  knowledge  of  the  reservation. 

The  plaintiff  purchased  lot  A  of  Richard  Ensign  by  deed  dated  April 
13,  and  recorded  April  14,  1848.  This  deed  made  no  mention  of  privi- 
leges or  appurtenances,  or  of  the  reservation  in  the  deed  to  Huggins. 
The  defendants  purchased  their  land,  paying  therefor  its  full  market 
value,  free  of  incumbrances,  for  the  purpose  of  building  thereon.  The 
plaintiff  notified  them  of  the  restriction  before  the}'  commenced  building, 
and  forbade  them  so  to  do,  and,  upon  their  proceeding  to  build  upon 
the  land,  brought  this  bill. 

The  master  found  that  the  greater  part  of  the  proposed  building  would 
stand  upon  lot  B ;  that  it  would  not  obstruct  the  view  from  the  front 
rooms  in  the  plaintiffs  house,  and  only  partiall}*  obstruct  the  view  from 
the  rooms  in  the  rear  part  of  the  house  ;  and  that  its  erection  would  be 
no  appreciable  damage  or  injuiy  to  the  plaintiffs  premises. 

A.  J.   Waterman,  for  the  plaintiff. 

J.  Dewey,  Jr.,  for  the  defendants. 

MORTON,  J.  Both  parties  derive  title  from  Richard  Ensign.  The 
deed  of  said  Ensign,  under  which,  through  various  mesne  convej'ances, 
the  defendants  derive  their  title,  convej's  to  Joseph  B.  Huggins  a  trian- 
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gular  piece  of  land  adjoining  the  lot  now  owned  by  the  plaintiff,  "  with 
this  express  reservation,  that  no  building  is  to  be  erected  b}*  the  said 
Joseph  B.,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  upon  the  laud  herein  combed."  En- 
sign, being  owner  of  the  fee,  had  the  right  to  sell  his  land  subject  to 
such  reservations  or  restrictions  as  to  its  future  use  and  enjo3-ment  as 
he  saw  fit  to  impose,  provided  they  were  not  contrary  to  public  policy. 
The  restriction  in  this  deed,  that  no  building  should  be  erected  upon  the 
land  conveyed,  was  one  which  he  had  a  right  to  make,  and  there  is  no 
room  for  doubt,  that,  if  a  building  was  erected  in  violation  of  this  re- 
striction, Ensign,  as  long  as  he  lived  and  remained  the  owner  of  the 
adjoining  land,  would  be  entitled  to  relief  in  equity  to  enforce  the  re- 
striction. Parker  v.  Nightingale,  6  Allen,  341 ;  Whitney  v.  Union 
Railway,  11  Gray,  359  ;  Badger  v.  JBoardman,  16  Gray,  559. 

The  only  question  in  the  case  is  whether  the  plaintiff,  who  is  the 
grantee  of  said  Ensign,  is  entitled  to  the  same  remedy. 

The  reservation  creates  an  easement,  or  servitude  in  the  nature  of  an 
easement,  upon  the  land  conveyed.  If  this  easement  was  created  for 
the  benefit  of  the  adjoining  lot,  of  which  the  grantor  in  the  deed  re- 
mained the  owner,  and  not  for  the  personal  convenience  of  the  grantor, 
and  was  intended  to  be  annexed  to  such  lot,  it  would  be  appurtenant 
thereto,  and  would  pass  to  a  grantee  thereof. 

The  question  whether  such  an  easement  is  a  personal  right,  or  is  to 
be  construed  to  be  appurtenant  to  some  other  estate,  must  be  deter- 
mined by  the  fair  interpretation  of  the  grant  or  reservation  creating  the 
easement,  aided,  if  necessaiy,  by  the  situation  of  the  property  and  the 
surrounding  circumstances. 

In  this  case  the  triangular  piece  of  land  affected  by  the  easement  was 
a  part  of  a  large  lot  owned  by  Ensign.  He  retained  the  remainder  of 
the  large  lot  for  his  homestead.  There  is  no  suggestion  that  he  had 
other  land  in  the  vicinity,  which  could  be  benefited  by  the  restriction. 
It  is  difficult  to  see  how  he  would  have  anjr  interest  in  restricting  the 
use  of  the  land  sold,  except  as  owner  of  the  house  lot  which  he  retained. 
The  nature  of  the  restriction  also  implies  that  it  was  intended  for  the 
benefit  of  this  lot.  A  prohibition  against  building  on  the  land  sold 
would  be  obviously  useful  and  beneficial  to  this  lot,  giving  it  the  benefit 
of  better  light  and  air  and  prospect;  this  is  its  apparent  purpose,  while 
it  would  be  of  no  appreciable  advantage  for  any  other  purpose.  The  fair 
inference  is  that  the  parties  intended  to  create  this  easement  or  servi- 
tude for  the  benefit  of  the  adjoining  estate.  We  are  therefore  of 
opinion  that  it  was  not  a  mere  personal  right  in  Ensign,  but  was  an 
easement  appurtenant  to  the  estate  which  he  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff. 
Dennis  v.  Wilson,  107  Mass.  591 ;  Stearns  v.  Mullen,  4  Gray,  151. 
It  follows  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  relief  which  she  seeks. 

The  fact  that  the  defendants,  when  the}'  took  their  deed,  had  not 
actual  knowledge  of  this  reservation,  is  immaterial.  They  derive  their 
title  under  the  deed  which  contains  it,  and  have  constructive  notice  of 
the  provisions  of  the  deed.  Whitney  v.  Union  Railway,  ubi  supra. 
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Nor  can  the  fact  found  by  the  master,  that  the  erection  of  the  building 
contemplated  b}'  the  defendants  l'  would  be  no  appreciable  damage  or 
injury  to  the  plaintiff's  premises  "  affect  the  rights  of  the  parties.  Such 
an  act  of  the  defendants  would  be  against  the  restriction  by  which  they 
are  bound,  and  a  violation  of  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff,  of  which  she 
cannot  be  deprived  because  in  the  judgment  of  others  it  is  of  little  or 
no  damage.  Decree  for  the  plaintiff?- 


NORCROSS   y.  JAMES. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1885. 
[Reported  140  Mass.  188.] 

HOLMES,  J.  One  Kibbe  conveyed  to  one  Flynt  a  valuable  quarry  in 
Longmeadow,  of  six  acres,  bounded  by  other  land  of  the  grantor,  with 
covenants  as  follows :  "  And  I  do  for  myself,  my  heirs,  executors,  and 
administrators,  covenant  with  the  said  Flynt,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
that  I  am  lawfully  seised  in  fee  of  the  afore-granted  premises,  that  they 
are  free  ef  all  incumbrances,  that  I  will  not  open  or  work,  or  allow  any 
person  or  persons  to  open  or  work,  anjr  quarry  or  quarries  on  my  farm 
or  premises  in  said  Longmeadow."  By  mesne  conve}*ances  the  plain- 
tiffs have  become  possessed  of  the  quarry  conveyed  to  Flynt,  and  the 
defendants  of  the  surrounding  land  referred  to  in  the  covenant.  The 
defendants  are  quarrying  stone  in  their  land,  like  that  quarried  by  the 
plaintiffs ;  and  the  plaintiffs  bring  this  bill  in  equity  for  an  injunction. 

The  discussion  of  the  question  under  what  circumstances  a  landowner 
is  entitled  to  rights  created  by  wa}'  of  covenant  with  a  former  owner  of 
the  land,  has  been  much  confused  since  the  time  of  Lord  Coke,  by 
neglecting  a  distinction,  which  he  stated  with  perfect  clearness,  between 
those  rights  which  run  only  with  the  estate  in  the  land,  and  those  which 
are  said  to  be  attached  to  the  land  itself:  "  So  note  a  diversity  between 
a  use  or  warranty,  and  the  like  things  annexed  to  the  estate  of  the  land 
in  privit}',  and  commons,  advowsons,  and  other  hereditaments  annexed 
to  the  possession  of  the  land."  Chudleigh's  Case,  1  Rep.  120  a,  122 
b  ;  s.  c.  nom.  DiUon  v.  Fraine,  Poph.  70,  71. 

Rights  of  the  class  represented  by  the  ancient  warranty,  and  now  by 
the  usual  covenants  for  title,  are  pure  matters  of  contract,  and  from  a 
very  early  date  down  to  comparativel}'  modern  times  lawyers  have  been 
perplexed  with  the  question  how  an  assignee  could  sue  upon  a  contract 
to  which  he  was  not  a  party.  West,  Symboleog.  I.  sect.  35.  Win- 
gate's  Maxims,  44,  pi.  20,  55,  pi.  10.  Co.  Lit.  117  a.  Finch's  Case, 

1  See  Clark  v.  Martin,  49  Pa.  289  ;  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v. Continental  Ins.  Co.,  87  N.  Y. 
400.  accord.  But  see  Skinner  v.  Shepard,  130  Mass.  180 ;  Badger  v.  Boardman,  18 
Gray,  559. 
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4  Inst.  85.  But  an  heir  could  sue  upon  a  warrant}'  to  his  ancestor, 
because  for  that  purpose  he  was  eadem  persona  cum  antecessore.  See 
Y.  B.  20  &  21  Ed.  I.  232  (Rolls  ed.) ;  Overton  v.  Sydall,  Poph.  120, 
121;  Oates  v.  Frith,  Hob.  130;  Bain  v.  Cooper,  1  Dowl.  Pr.  Cas. 
N.  S.  11,  14.  And  this  conception  was  gradually  extended,  in  a  quali- 
fied way,  to  assigns,  where  they  were  mentioned  in  the  deed.  Bract, 
fol.  17  b,  67  a,  380  b,  381.  Fleta,  III.  c.  14,  §  6.  1  Britton,  (Nich.  ed.) 
255,  256.  Y.  B.  20  Ed.  I.  232-234  (Rolls  ed.).  Fitz.  Abr.  Covenant, 
pi.  28.  Vin.  Abr.  Voucher,  N,  p.  59.  Y.  B.  14  Hen.  IV.  56  ;  20  Hen. 
VI.  34  b.  Old  Natura  Brevium,  Covenant,  67,  B,  C,  in  Rastell's  Law 
Tracts,  ed.  1534.  Doct.  &  Stud.  Dial.  1,  c.  8.  F.  N.  B.  145,  C.  Co. 
Lit.  384  b.  Com.  Dig.  Covenant,  B,  3.  Middlemore  v.  Goodale, 
Cro.  Car.  503 ;  s.  c.  Ib.  505 ;  W.  Jones,  406 ;  Philpot  v.  Hoare,  2 
Atk.  219. 

But  in  order  that  an  assignee  should  be  so  far  identified  in  law  with 
the  original  covenantee,  be  must  have  the  same  estate,  that  is,  the  same 
status  or  inheritance,  and  thus  the  same  persona,  quoad  the  contract. 
The  privity  of  estate  which  is  thus  required  is  privity  of  estate  with  the 
original  covenantee,  not  with  the  original  covenantor ;  and  this  is  the 
only  privity  of  which  there  is  am'thing  said  in  the  ancient  books.  See, 
further,  Y.~B.  21  &  22  Ed.  I.  148  (Rolls  ed.) ;  14  Hen.  VIII.  4,  pi.  5. 
Of  course  we  are  not  now  speaking  of  cases  of  landlord  and  tenant,  and 
it  will  be  seen  that  the  doctrine  has  no  necessaiy  connection  with  tenure. 
F.  N.  B.  134,  E.  We  ma}*  add,  that  the  burden  of  an  ordinary  war- 
ranty in  fee  did  not  fall  upon  assigns,  although  it  might  upon  an  heir, 
as  representing  the  person  of  his  ancestor.  Y.  B.  32  &  33  Ed.  I.  516 
(Rolls  ed.). 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  rights  in  question  were  of  the  class  to  which 
commons  belonged,  and  of  which  easements  are  the  most  conspicuous 
type,  these  rights,  whether  created  by  prescription,  grant,  or  covenant, 
when  once  acquired  were  attached  to  the  land,  and  went  with  it,  irre- 
spective of  privity,  into  all  hands,  even  those  of  a  disseisor.  "  So  a 
disseisor,  abater,  intruder,  or  the  lord  by  escheat,  &c.,  shall  have  them 
as  things  annexed  to  the  land."  Chudleigh's  Case,  ubi  supra.  See  1 
Britton,  (Nich.  ed.)  361 ;  Keilw.  145,  146,  pi.  15 ;  F.  N.  B.  180,  N ; 
NeviVs  Case,  Plowd.  377,  381.  In  like  manner,  when,  as  was  usual, 
although  not  invariable,  the  duty  was  regarded  as  falling  upon  land,  the 
burden  of  the  covenant,  or  grant,  went  with  the  servient  land  into  all 
hands,  and  of  course  there  was  no  need  to  mention  assigns.  See  cases 
supra  et  infra.  Th3  phrase  consecrated  to  cases  where  privity  was  not 
necessary  was  transit  terra  cum  onere.  Bract,  fol.  382  a,  b.  Fleta, 
VI.  c.  23,  §  17.  See  Y.  B.  20  Ed.  I.  360  (Rolls  ed.)  ;  Keilw.  113,  pi. 
45.  And  it  was  said  that  "  a  covenant  which  runs  and  rests  with  the 
land  lies  for  or  against  the  assignee  at  the  common  law,  quia  transit 
terra  cum  onere,  although  the  assignee  be  not  named  in  the  covenant." 
Hyde  v.  Dean  of  Windsor,  Cro.  Eliz.  552 ;  a.  c.  Ib.  457 ;  5  Rep. 
24  a  ;  Moore,  399. 
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It  is  not  necessar}-  to  consider  whether  possession  of  the  land  alone 
would  have  been  sufficient  to  maintain  the  action  of  covenant :  it  is 
enough  for  our  present  purposes  that  it  carried  the  right  of  property. 
Neither  is  it  necessary  to  consider  the  difficulties  that  have  sometimes 
arisen  in  distinguishing  rights  of  this  latter  class  from  pure  matters  of 
contract,  by  reason  of  their  having  embraced  active  duties  as  well  as 
those  purely  passive  and  negative  ones  which  are  plainly  interests 
carved  out  of  a  servient  estate  and  matters  of  grant.  The  most  con- 
spicuous example  is  Pakenham's  Case,  Y.  B.  42  Ed.  III.  3,  pi.  14, 
where  the  plaintiff  recovered  in  covenant  as  terre-tenant,  although  not 
heir,  upon  a  covenant  or  prescriptive  duty,  to  sing  in  the  chapel  of  his 
manor.  Spencer's  Case,  5  Rep.  16  a,  17  b.  Another,  which  has  been 
recognized  in  this  Commonwealth,  is  the  quasi  easement  to  have  fences 
maintained.  Bronson  v.  Coffin,,  108  Mass.  175,  185;  s.  c.  118 
Mass.  156.  Repairs  were  dealt  with  on  the  same  footing :  they  were 
likened  to  estovers  and  other  rights  of  common.  5  Rep.  24  a,  b.  Hyde 
v.  Dean  of  Windsor,  ubi  supra.  See  F.  N.  B.  127;  Spencer's  Case, 
ubi  supra  ;  Ewre  v.  Strickland,  Cro.  Jac.  240  ;  Brett  v.  Cumberland, 
1  Roll.  R.  359,  360 ;  and  other  examples  might  be  given.  See  Bract. 
382  a,  b ;  Fleta,  VI.  c.  23,  §  17 ;  Y.  B.  20  Ed.  I.  360 ;  Keilw.  2  a,  pi. 
2 ;  Y.  B.  6  Hen.  VII.  14  b,  pi.  2 ;  Co.  Lit.  384  b,  385  a ;  Cockson  v. 
Cock,  Cro.  Jac.  125  ;  Bush  v.  Cole,  12  Mod.  24 ;  s.  c.  1  Salk.  196 ; 
1  Show.  388  ;  Garth.  232 ;  Sale  v.  Kitchingham,  10  Mod.  158.  The 
cases  are  generally  landlord  and  tenant  cases,  but  that  fact  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  principles  laid  down. 

When  it  is  said  that  in  this  class  of  cases  there  must  be  a  privity  of 
estate  between  the  covenantor  and  the  covenantee,  it  only  means  that 
the  covenant  must  impose  such  a  burden  on  the  land  of  the  covenantor 
as  to  be  in  substance,  or  to  carry  with  it,  a  grant  of  an  easement  or 
quasi  easement,  or  must  be  in  aid  of  such  a  grant  (Bronson  v.  Coffin, 
ubi  supra) ;  which  is  generally  true,  although,  as  has  been  shown,  not 
invariably  (Pakenham's  Case,  ubi  supra)  ;  and  although  not  quite 
reconcilable  with  all  the  old  cases  except  by  somewhat  hypothetical 
historical  explanation.  But  the  expression  "  privity  of  estate  "  in  this 
sense  is  of  modern  use,  and  has  been  carried  over  from  the  cases  of 
warrant}',  where  it  was  used  with  a  wholly  different  meaning. 

In  the  main,  the  line  between  the  two  classes  of  cases  distinguished 
by  Lord  Coke  is  sufficient!}-  clear ;  and  it  is  enough  to  sa}%  that  the 
present  covenant  falls  into  the  second  class  if  either.  Notwithstanding 
its  place  among  the  covenants  for  title,  it  purports  to  create  a  pui'e 
negative  restriction  on  the  use  of  land,  and,  for  the  moment,  we  will 
take  it  as  intended  to  do  so  for  the  benefit  of  the  land  conveyed. 

The  restriction  is,  in  form,  within  the  equitable  doctrine  of  notice. 
Whitney  v.  Union  Railway,  11  Gray,  359  ;  Parker  v.  Nightingale, 
6  Allen,  341  ;  Beals  v.  Case,  138  Mass.  138.  See  Austerberry  v. 
Oldham,  29  Ch.  D.  750 ;  London  &  South  Western  Railway  v. 
Gomm.  20  Ch.  D.  562 ;  Haywood  v.  Brunswick  Building  Society, 
VOL.  ii.  —  33 
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8  Q.  B.  D.  403  ;  Talk  \.  Moxhay,  2  Phillips,  774.  But,  as  the  deed 
was  recorded,  it  does  not  matter  whether  the  plaintiffs  case  is  discussed 
on  this  footing,  or  on  that  of  easement,  if  there  is  an)1  difference  so  far 
as  the  present  point  is  concerned.  . 

The  question  remains,  whether,  even  if  we  make  the  further  assump- 
tion that  the  covenant  was  valid  as  a  contract  between  the  parties,  it  is 
of  a  kind  which  the  law  permits  to  be  attached  to  land  in  such  a  sense 
as  to  restrict  the  use  of  one  parcel  in  all  hands  for  the  benefit  of  who- 
ever may  hold  the  other,  whatever  the  principle  invoked.  For  equity 
will  no  more  enforce  every  restriction  that  can  be  devised,  than  the 
common  law  will  recognize  as  creating  an  easement  ever)'  grant  pur- 
porting to  limit  the  use  of  land  in  favor  of  other  land.  The  principle 
of  policy  applied  to  affirmative  covenants  applies  also  to  negative  ones. 
They  must  'k  touch  or  concern,"  or  "  extend  to  the  support  of  the 
thing"  conve)"ed.  5  Rep.  16 a,  24 b.  They  must  be  "  for  the  benefit 
of  the  estate."  Cockson  v.  Cock,  ubi  supra.  Or,  as  it  is  said  more 
broadly,  new  and  unusual  incidents  cannot  be  attached  to  land,  by  way 
either  of  benefit  or  of  burden.  Keppell  v.  Bailey,  2  Myl.  &  K.  517, 
535 ;  Ackroyd  v.  Smith,  10  C.  B.  164 ;  Hill  v.  Tupper,  2  H.  &  C. 
121. 

The  covenant  under  consideration,  as  it  stands  on  the  report,  falls 
outside  the  limits  of  this  rule,  even  in  the  narrower  form.  In  what  way 
does  it  extend  to  the  support  of  the  plaintiffs  quarry?  It  does  not 
make  the  use  or  occupation  of  it  more  convenient.  It  does  not  in  any 
wa}*  affect  the  use  or  occupation  ;  it  simply  tends  indirectly  to  increase 
its  value,  by  excluding  a  competitor  from  the  market  for  its  products. 
If  it  be  asked  what  is  the  difference  in  principle  between  an  easement 
to  haVe  land  unbuilt  upon,  such  as  was  recognized  in  Brooks  v.  Rey- 
nolds, 106  Mass.  31,  and  an  easement  to  have  a  quarry  left  unopened, 
the  answer  is,  that,  whether  a  difference  of  degree  or  of  kind,  the  dis- 
tinction is  plain  between  a  grant  or  covenant  that  looks  to  direct  physi- 
cal advantage  in  the  occupation  of  the  dominant  estate,  such  as  light 
aud  air,  and  one  which  only  concerns  it  in  the  indirect  way  which  we 
have  mentioned.  The  scope  of  the  covenant  and  the  circumstances 
show  that  it  is  not  directed  to  the  quiet  enjoyment  of  the  dominant 
land. 

Again,  this  covenant  illustrates  the  further  meaning  of  the  rule 
against  unusual  incidents.  If  it  is  of  a  nature  to  be  attached  to  land, 
as  the  plaintiff  contends,  it  creates  an  easement  of  monopoly,  —  an 
easement  not  to  be  competed  with,  —  and  in  that  interest  alone  a  right 
to  prohibit  an  owner  from  exercising  the  usual  incidents  of  property. 
It  is  true  that  a  man  could  accomplish  the  same  results  by  buying  the 
whole  land,  and  regulating  production.  But  it  does  not  follow,  because 
you  can  do  a  thing  in  one  way,  that  }'ou  can  do  it  in  all ;  and  we  think 
that,  if  this  covenant  were  regarded  as  one  which  bound  all  subsequent 
owners  of  the  land  to  keep  its  products  out  of  commerce,  there  would 
be  much  greater  difficulty  in  sustaining  its  validity  than  if  it  should  be 
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treated  as  merety  personal  in  its  burden.  "Whether  the  latter  is  its  true 
construction,  as  well  as  its  only  legal  operation,  and  whether,  so  con- 
strued, it  is  or  is  not  valid,  are  matters  on  which  we  express  no  opin- 
ion. See  further  Brewer  v.  Marshall,  4  C.  E.  Green,  537  ;  Taylor  v. 
Owen,  2  Blackf.  301 ;  Thomas  v.  Hayward,  L.  R.  4  Ex.  311. 

Bill  dismissed.1 

J.  G.  Dunning,  for  the  plaintiff. 

C.  L.  Lcmg,  for  the  defendant. 

i  Hodge  v.  Sloan,  107  N.  Y.  244,  is  contra. 
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BAGOTT, .ORE. 

COMMON  PLEAS.     1801. 

[Reported  2  B.  &  P.  472.] 

TRESPASS.  The  1st  count  was  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plain- 
tiffs  closes,  called  the  Foot-Muscle-Skear,  the  Great-Out-Muscle-Skear, 
and  the  Sea-Shore,  in  the  parish  of  Ke}'sham,  and  plaintiffs  shell-fish 
and  shells  there  finding,  catching,  taking,  and  carrying  away  and  con- 
verting and  disposing  thereof  to  defendant's  own  use.  The  2d  count 
was  for  breaking  and  entering  the  same  closes,  and  with  defendant's 
feet  and  the  feet  of  his  servants  in  walking,  treading  up,  trampling 
upon,  subverting  and  spoiling  plaintiffs  soil,  earth  and  sand,  and  with 
the  feet  of  cattle  and  with  the  wheels  of  carriages  and  the  keels  of  boats 
treading  up,  trampling,  &c.,  and  plaintiffs  shell-fish  and  shells,  break- 
ing, crushing  and  destroying,  and  with  spades,  shovels,  mattocks,  pick- 
axes and  other  instruments,  digging  and  making  holes  and  pits,  and 
turning  up,  &c.  plaintiffs  earth,  soil,  and  sand,  and  digging  up,  raising 
up.  and  getting  up  divers  large  quantities  of  plaintiff's  shell-fish  and 
shells,  and  carrying  awa}*  the  same  and  converting  and  disposing  thereof 
to  defendant's  own  use.  There  were  several  other  counts  for  breaking 
and  entering  plaintiffs  several  fishery  and  his  free  fishery,  on  which 
issues  in  fact  were  joined. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  1st,  the  general  issue.  2dly,  As  to  the  tres- 
passes mentioned  in  the  two  first  counts  that  the  closes  therein  sever- 
ally mentioned  were  the  same,  "  and  that  the  said  closes  in  which,  &c. 
at  the  said  several  times  when,  &c.  were  and  still  are  and  from  time 
immemorial  have  been  part  and  parcel  of  a  certain  arm  of  the  sea,  in 
which  every  subject  of  this  realm  at  the  said  several  times  when,  &c. 
of  right  had,  and  of  right  ought  to  have  had  and  now  hath,  and  of 
right  ought  to  have  the  liberty  and  privilege  of  fishing  and  catching, 
digging  for,  raising,  getting,  taking  and  carrying  away  shell-fish  and 
shells  there,  therefore  defendant  being  a  subject  of  this  realm  at  the 
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said  several  times  when,  &c.  entered  into  the  said  closes  in  which, 
&c.  so  being  part  and  parcel  of  the  said  arm  of  the  sea  to  fish 
therein  and  to  catch,  dig  for,  raise,  get,  take,  and  carry  away  the 
shell-fish  and  shells  there,  and  did  then  and  there  fish,  and  caught, 
took,  and  carried  away  the  said  shell-fish  and  shells  in  the  first  count 
mentioned,  and  also  dug  up,  raised  up,  and  got  up,  took  and  carried 
awa}-  the  said  other  shell-fish  and  shells  in  the  second  count  lastly  men- 
tioned, as  it  was  lawful  for  him  to  do,  and  for  the  digging  up  and  cany- 
ing  away  of  the  said  shell-fish,  he  entered  the  said  closes  in  which,  &c. 
by  himself  and  with  other  persons,  and  with  the  said  cattle,  carts, 
•wagons,  and  other  carriages,  and  the  said  boats,  lighters,  and  other 
vessels,  the  same  being  reasonable,  proper,  and  necessary  in  that  be- 
half, and  in  so  doing  he  necessarily  and  unavoidably  with  his  feet  and 
the  feet  of  those  other  persons  in  walking  a  little  trod  up,  trampled 
upon,  subverted  and  spoiled  the  soil,  earth,  and  sand  in  the  second 
count  mentioned,  and  with  the  feet  of  the  said  cattle,  and  with  the 
wheels  of  the  said  carts,  wagons,  and  other  carriages,  and  with  the 
keels  of  the  said  boats,  lighters,  and  other  vessels  a  little  trod  up, 
trampled  upon,  tore  up,  and  subverted  and  spoiled  other  the  soil  of 
plaintiffs  last-mentioned  closes,  and  the  said  shell-fish  and  shells  in  the 
second  count  first  mentioned  necessarily  and  unavoidably  a  little  broke, 
crushed,  and  destroyed,  and  with  the  said  spades,  shovels,  mattocks, 
pickaxes,  and  other  instruments,  the  same  being  useful,  proper,  and 
necessary  in  that  behalf,  and  in  digging  up,  raising,  and  getting  the 
said  shell-fish  and  shells  in  the  second  count  lastly  mentioned,  neces- 
sarily and  unavoidably  dug  and  made  the  said  holes  and  pits  in  plain- 
tiff's said  closes,  and  necessarily  and  unavoidably  with  the  spades, 
shovels,  mattocks,  pickaxes,  and  other  instruments  dug  up,  turned  up, 
subverted,  and  spoiled  a  little  of  the  earth,  soil,  and  sand  in  the  said 
closes,  doing  as  little  damage  on  that  occasion  as  he  could,  which  are 
the  same,  &c.  whereof,  &c.  And  this,  &c.  wherefore,  &c." 

Upon  this  the  plaintiff  new  assigned,  alleging  that  defendant  on  the 
da}-s  in  the  first  count  mentioned  broke  and  entered  plaintiffs  closes  in 
the  first  count  mentioned,  "  being  certain  closes  tying  within  the  flux 
and  reflux  of  the  tides  of  the  sea  in  plaintiffs  manor  of  Keysham,  and 
the  said  shell-fish  and  shells  there  then  found,  caught,  took,  and  carried 
away  and  converted  and  disposed  thereof  to  his  own  use,  when  the  same 
closes  in  which,  &c.  were  left  dry  and  were  not  covered  with  water." 
And  also  that  defendant  on  the  days  and  in  the  manner  in  the  second 
count  mentioned  broke  and  entered  plaintiffs  closes,  "  being  certain 
closes  lying  within  the  flux  and  reflux  of  the  tides  of  the  sea  within 
plaintiffs  said  manor  of  Keysham,  and  with  his  feet,  &c.  trod  up,  &c. 
the  said  earth,  soil,  and  sand,  in  the  second  count  mentioned,  and  with 
the  feet  of  the  said  cattle  in  that  count  mentioned,  and  with  the  wheels 
of  the  said  carts,  &c.  and  with  the  keels  of  the  said  boats,  &c.  trod 
up  the  said  other  soil  in  plaintiffs  last-mentioned  closes  in  the  said 
second  count  mentioned,  and  plaintiffs  said  other  shell-fish  and  shells 
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in  the  second  count  mentioned,  broke,  crushed,  &c.  and  with  spades, 
&c.  dug  and  made  holes,  &c.  and  raised  up  and  got  up  the  said  shell- 
fish and  shells,  &c.  and  took  and  carried  away  the  same,  and  converted 
and  disposed  thereof,  &c.  when  the  last-mentioned  closes  in  which,  &c. 
were  left  dry  and  were  not  covered  with  water,  as  plaintiff  hath  in  the 
first  and  second  counts  of  the  said  declaration  complained  against  him, 
which  several  trespasses  so  above  new  assigned  are  other  and  different 
trespasses,  &c.  Wherefore,  &c." 

To  the  new  assignment  the  defendant  pleaded,  1st,  the  general  issue  ; 
2dly,  "  that  the  said  closes  first  above  newly  assigned,  and  the  several 
closes  secondly  above  newly  assigned  are,  and  at  the  said  several  times, 
»fec.  were  the  same  closes  and  not  other  or  different  closes,  and  are  and 
at  those  times  when,  &c.  were  certain  rocks  and  sands  of  the  sea,  lying 
within  the  flux  and  reflux  of  the  tides  of  the  sea  ;  and  that  the  said  shell- 
fish and  shells  in  the  said  closes  in  which,  &c.  were  certain  shell-fish 
and  fish-shells,  which  at  the  said  several  times  when,  &c.  were  in  and 
upon  the  said  rocks  and  sands  of  the  sea,  and  which  but  a  little  before 
the  said  times  when,  &c.  were  by  the  ebbing  of  the  tides  of  the  sea  left 
there  in  and  upon  the  said  closes  in  which,  &c. ;  and  that  in  the  said 
closes  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  eveiy  subject  of  this  realm  at 
the  said  several  times  when,  &c.  of  right  had  and  of  right  ought  to  have 
had,  and  now  hath  and  of  right  ought  to  have  the  liberty  and  privilege 
of  getting,  taking,  and  carrying  away  the  shell-fish  and  fish-shells  left 
b}'  the  said  ebbing  of  the  tides  of  the  sea  in  and  upon  the  said  closes, 
in  which,  &c.  wherefore  the  defendant  being  a  subject  of  this  realm  at 
the  said  several  times  when,  &c.  entered  into  the  said  closes  in  which, 
&c.  to  get,  take,  and  carrj-  away  the  shell- fish  and  fish-shells  left  by  the 
ebbing  of  the  tides  of  the  sea  in  and  upon  the  said  closes  in  which,  &c. 
and  then  and  there  got,  took,  and  carried  awa}*  the  said  shell-fish  and 
shells  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  and  also  got,  and  for  that  pur- 
pose with  spades,  shovels,  mattocks,  pickaxes,  and  other  instruments 
necessarily  dug  up  and  raised  up,  and  took  and  carried  awa3r  the  other 
shell-fish  and  shells  in  the  second  count  lastly  mentioned ;  and  for  the 
getting,  taking,  and  carrying  awa}-  of  the  said  shell-fish  and  shells,  the 
defendant  at  the  said  times  when,  &c.  entered  the  said  closes  in  which, 
&c.  as  it  was  lawful  for  him  to  do  by  himself  and  with  other  persons, 
and  with  the  said  cattle,  carts,  wagons,  and  other  carriages,  and  the 
said  boats,  lighters,  and  other  vessels,  the  same  being  reasonable  and 
proper  and  necessary  in  that  behalf,  and  in  so  doing  he  necessarily  and 
unavoidablj*  with  his  feet  and  the  feet  of  those  other  persons  in  walking 
a  little  trod  up,  trampled,  subverted,  and  spoiled  the  soil,  earth,  and 
sand  in  the  said  second  count  mentioned,  and  with  the  feet  of  the  cattle 
and  with  the  wheels  of  the  said  carts,  wagons,  and  other  carriages,  and 
with  the  keels  of  the  said  boats,  lighters,  and  other  vessels,  a  little  trod 
up,  trampled  upon,  tore  up,  subverted,  and  spoiled  other  the  said  soil  of 
the  said  last-mentioned  closes  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  shell-fish  and  shells 
in  the  second  count  first  mentioned,  necessarily  and  unavoidably  a  little 
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broke,  crushed  and  destroyed,  and  with  the  said  spades,  shovels,  mat- 
tocks, pickaxes,  and  other  instruments,  the  same  being  useful,  proper, 
and  necessary  in  that  behalf,  in  digging  up,  raising,  and  getting  the 
said  shell-fish  and  shells  in  the  said  second  count  lastly  mentioned, 
necessarily  and  unavoidably  dug  and  made  the  said  holes  and  pits  in 
plaintiff's  said  closes,  and  necessarily  and  unavoidably  with  the  said 
spades,  shovels,  mattocks,  pickaxes,  and  other  instruments  dug  up, 
turned  up,  subverted,  and  spoiled  a  little  of  the  said  earth,  soil,  and 
sand  in  the  said  closes,  as  it  was  lawful  for  him  to  do  for  the  causes 
aforesaid,  doing  as  little  damage  on  that  occasion  as  he  could,  which 
are  the  same,  &c.  whereof,  &c.  And  this,  &c.  wherefore,  &c." 

To  this  plea  there  was  a  replication,  traversing  the  right  of  every 
subject  to  take  shell-fish  and  shells,  and  a  special  demurrer  thereto,  be- 
cause it  traversed  matter  of  law ;  but  the  court  seeming  to  think  that 
the  replication  was  clear!}-  bad,  it  was  abandoned  by  the  plaintiff's 
counsel,  who  relied  upon  objections  to  the  plea. 
.  Marshall,  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  plea. 

Best,  Serjt.,  contra. 

The  COURT  were  of  opinion  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  it  in  his  power  to 
abridge  the  common  law  right  of  the  subject  to  take  sea-fish,  he  should 
have  replied  that  matter  specially,  and  that  not  having  done  so,  the  de- 
fendant must  succeed  upon  his  plea  as  fer__as_j^laied_tojthe_taking  of 
the  fish ;  but  observed^that  as  no  authority  bad  been  cited  to  support 
his  claim  tqjjike  shells,  they  should  pause  before  they  established  a 
general  righlof  that  kind.  They  therefore  offered  to  allow  the  defend- 
ant to  amend  his  plea,  without  costs,  by  striking  out  his  claim  to  the 
fish-shells,  and  shaping  his  justification  in  such  way  as  he  should  be 
advised.  Which  offer  was  accordingly  accepted.1 

>\^  <-  >V->A  faj^     ^  Ji  £fc 
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TRESPASS,  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  close,  (describing 
it,  first,  as  a  close  called  the  Sea-Shore,  within  the  manor  of  Great 
Crosby  ;  secondly,  as  a  close  between  the  high-water  mark  and  the  low- 
water  mark  of  the  River  Mersey,  in  Great  Crosby,  in  the  county  of  Lan- 
caster ;)  and  with  feet  in  walking,  and  with  the  feet  of  horses,  and  with 
the  wheels  of  bathing-machines,  carts,  and  other  carriages,  passing 
over,  tearing  up,  damaging  the  sand,  gravel,  and  soil  of  the  said  close. 

1  It  was  held,  in  Mather  v.  Chapman,  40  Conn.  382  (1S73),  that  sea-weed  cast  upon 
the  shore  below  high-water  mark  belongs  to  the  public,  and  may  be  appropriated  by  the 
first  occupant.  Scd  qxcerc. 
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The  defendant  pleaded,  as  to  the  trespasses  committed  on  the  close 
called  the  Sea-Shore,  and  on  that  between  the  high  and  low  water 
mark,  a  public  right  of  way  on  foot,  and  with  cattle,  carts,  and  car- 
riages ;  and  secondly,  as  to  the  same  trespasses,  that  all  the  liege  sub- 
jects of  our  lord  the  king  had  been  used  and  accustomed  to  have  and 
enjoy,  and  of  right  ought  to  have  had  and  enjoyed,  and  still  of  right 
ought  to  have  and  enjoy  the  right  and  liberty  of  bathing  in  the  sea  from 
time  to  time,  being  over  and  upon  the  whole  or  any  part  of,  or  adjoin- 
ing to,  the  said  close,  in  which,  &c.,  at  all  seasonable  and  convenient 
times,  for  their  health  and  recreation,  and  for  that  purpose,  of  going 
and  returning,  passing,  and  repassing  into,  through,  over,  and  along 
the  said  close,  in  which,  &c.  on  foot,  and  with  their  servants,  and  with 
carriages  and  bathing-machines,  and  horses  drawing  the  same  to  the 
sea  and  back  again  ;  and  of  staying  in  and  upon  the  close  a  necessary 
and  convenient  time  for  the  purposes  of  bathing  as  aforesaid :  And 
thirdly,  as  to  part  of  those  trespasses,  a  right  of  bathing  and  of  passing 
on  foot  only.  The  plaintiff  took  issue  on  these  pleas  ;  and  also  newly 
assigned  that  the  defendant  committed  the  trespasses  on  other  occa- 
sions, and  for  other  purposes  than  those  in  the  pleas  mentioned,  and 
out  of  the  highway  in  the  first  set  of  pleas  mentioned.  Issue  thereon. 
At  the  trial,  at  the  last  Lancaster  Assizes,  before  Bayley,  J.,  a  ver- 
dict was  found  for  the  defendant  on  the  first  set  of  pleas  ;  and  for  the 
plaintiff  on  the  new  assignment,  and  on  all  the  other  pleas,  subject 
to  the  opinion  of  the  court  on  a  special  case.  The  plaintiff  was  the 
lord  of  tho  manor  of  Great  Crosby,  which  is  bounded  on  the  west  b}- 
the  River  Mersey,  an  arm  of  the  sea.  As  lord  of  the  manor,  he  was 
the  owner  of  the  shore,  and  had  the  exclusive  right  of  fishing  thereon 
with  stake  nets.  The  defendant  was  the  servant  at  an  hotel,  erected  in 
1815,  upon  land  in  Great  Crosb}-,  fronting  the  shore,  and  bounded  by 
the  high-water  mark  of  the  River  Mersey,  the  proprietors  of  which  kept 
bathing-machines  for  the  use  of  persons  resorting  thither,  who  were 
driven  by  the  defendant,  in  machines,  across  the  shore  into  the  sea,  for 
the  purpose  of  bathing,  and  the  defendant  received  a  sum  of  money 
from  the  individuals  so  bathing,  for  the  use  of  the  machines,  and  for 
his  sen-ice  and  assistance.  No  bathing-machines  were  ever  used  upon 
the  shore  in  Great  Crosby  before  the  establishment  of  this  hotel,  but  it 
had  been  the  custom  for  the  public  to  cross  it  on  foot,  for  the  purpose 
of  bathing.  There  was  a  common  highway  for  carriages  along  the 
shore,  and  it  was  proved,  that  various  articles  for  market  were  occa- 
sionalty  carted  across  the  shore,  although  the  more  common  mode  of 
conveyance  for  such  things  was  by  a  canal,  made  about  forty  years 
ago.  The  defendant  contended  for  a  common  law  right  for  all  the 
king's  subjects  to  bathe  on  the  sea-shore,  and  to  pass  over  it  for  that 
purpose,  on  foot,  and  with  horses  and  carriages.  The  case  was  argued 
in  last  Easter  Term. 

Gr-rjson,  for  the  plaintiff. 
,  contra. 
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And  now,  there  being  a  difference  of  opinion,  the  court  delivered 
their  judgments  seriatim, 

BEST,  J.  The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  there  be  a  common 
law  right  to  pass  over  the  shore  for  the  purpose  of  bathing  in  the  sea. 
It  will  not  be  disputed  that  the  sea,  which  has  been  called  the  "  great 
highway  of  the  world,"  is  common  to  all.  Bathing  in  the  sea,  if  done 
with  decency,  is  not  only  lawful,  but  proper,  and  often  necessary  for 
many  of  the  inhabitants  of  this  country.  There  must  be  the  same  right 
to  cross  the  shore  in  order  to  bathe  as  for  any  other  lawful  purpose. 
We  are,  therefore,  now  to  decide,  whether  the  public  are  precluded 
from  passing,  except  at  particular  places,  over  the  beach  to  the  sea 
without  the  consent  of  some  lord  of  a  manor.  That  this  will  be  the 
consequence  of  our  deciding  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  has  been  already 
admitted  at  the  bar,  and  must  be  conceded  by  every  one.  I  am  fearful 
of  the  consequences  of  such  a  decision  ;  and,  much  as  I  dislike  differing 
from  the  rest  of  the  court,  I  have  thought  it  my  duty  to  declare  that  I 
cannot  assent  to  it.  We  have  been  told  that  lords  of  manors  will  find 
it  their  interest  to  indulge  the  public  with  the  privilege  of  going  on  or 
over  the  sands  of  the  sea,  and  that  judges  and  juries  will  check  the 
vexatious  exercise  of  the  right  to  exclude  them.  But  the  free  access  to 
the  sea  is  a  privilege  too  important  to  Englishmen  to  be  left  dependent 
on  the  interest  or  caprice  of  any  description  of  persons. 

It  is  agreed  b}r  all,  that  the  sea-shore  was  at  first  appropriated  to  the 
king,  from  whom  the  right  to  it  must  be  derived.  The  present  state  of 
the  shore  shows  the  manner  in  which  the  Crown  must  have  used  it. 
Some  parts  of  it  were  held  exclusively  by  the  Crown  for  the  purposes 
of  fisheries,  harbors,  warehouses,  &c.  But  the  greatest  part  was  left 
open  as  a  common  highway  between  the  sea  and  the  land.  This  is  the 
state  in  which  it  continues  to  this  day,  and  in  which,  from  its  general 
sterility,  it  must  ever  continue.  From  the  state  of  the  greatest  part 
has  arisen  the  general  rule,  or  common  law  right,  and  the  state  of  the 
portions  exclusively  occupied  has  occasioned  the  exceptions.  The 
claim  of  the  public  to  a  right  of  waj"  over  the  beach  stands  on  the  gen- 
eral law,  and  a  person  who  will  dispute  this  public  right  in  any  particu- 
lar part  of  it,  must  establish  his  right  to  do  so  by  showing,  first,  that 
the  king  had  an  exclusive  possession  of  such  part,  and  that  a  right  to 
such  exclusive  possession  has  been  conveyed  from  the  Crown  to  such 
person.  This  has  been  the  course  in  which  persons  have  proceeded 
who  have  attempted  to  show  am-  exclusive  right,  either  in  arms  of  the 
sea  or  in  the  shore.  In  Lord  Fitzwalter's  Case,  1  Mod.  105,  Lord 
Hale  says :  "  An  arm  of  the  sea  is  prima  facie  common  to  all,  and  if 
any  will  appropriate  a  privilege  to  himself,  the  proof  lieth  on  his  side ; 
for  in  case  of  an  action  of  trespass  brought  for  fishing  there,  it  is  prima 
facie  a  good  justification  to  say,  that  the  locus  in  quo  is  brachium 
maris,  in  quo  unusquisque  subjectus  dom.  regis  habet  et  habere  debet 
liberam  piscariam"  So,  in  Bagott  v.  Orr,  2  Bos.  &  Pull.  479,  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  held,  "  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  it  in  his  power 
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to  abridge  the  common  law  right  of  the  subject  to  take  sea-fish  upon 
the  shore  within  his  manor,  he  should  have  replied  that  matter  specially." 
The  same  doctrine  is  laid  down  in  Carter  v.  Murcot,  4  Burr.  2162.  It 
ma}-  be  observed,  that  in  the  case  now  under  consideration  it  is  ex- 
pressly found,  that  the  soil  of  the  locus  in  quo  is  in  the  plaintiff;  but 
I  say  the  soil  must  be  in  the  plaintiff,  as  it  was  in  the  king :  for  the 
grantee  cannot  have  a  greater  interest  than  the  grantor  had.  The  king 
had  the  right  of  soil  in  the  shore  in  general ;  but  the  public  had  a  right 
of  way  over  it,  and  the  king's  grantee  can  only  have  it,  subject  to  the 
same  right.  In  the  treatise  of  De  Jure  Maris,  p.  22,  Lord  Hale  says  : 
"  The  jus  privatum  that  is  acquired  to  the  subject,  either  by  patent  or 
prescription,  must  not  prejudice  the  jus  publicum  wherewith  public 
rivers  and  arms  of  the  sea  are  affected  for  public  use."  If  the  owners 
of  the  soil  must  claim  by  prescription,  can  they  establish  an  exclusive 
right?  Did  they  ever  possess  an  exclusive  right?  For,  as  Lord  Hale 
says,  the  civilians  tell  us  truly :  Nihil  prcescribitur  nisi  quod  possi- 
detur(De  Jure  Maris ,  p.  32).  As  the  king  might  have  granted  a  right 
in  particular  parts  of  the  shore,  so,  either  he  or  his  grantee  of  the  soil 
of  any  part  of  the  shore,  ma}*  take  the  products  of  the  shore,  provided 
their  removal  does  not  impede  the  public  right  of  way.  The  owner  of 
the  soil  of  the  shore  may  also  erect  such  buildings  or  other  things  as 
are  necessary  for  the  carrying  on  of  commerce  and  navigation  on  any 
parts  of  the  shore  that  may  be  conveniently  used  for  such  erections, 
taking  care  to  impede,  as  little  as  possible,  the  public  right  of  way. 
This  is  not  more  inconsistent  with  a  public  right  of  way  over  it,  than 
the  right  of  digging  a  mine  under  a  road,  or  the  erecting  of  a  wharf  on 
a  river,  are  inconsistent  with  the  right  of  way  along  such  road  or  river. 
The  former  does  not  interfere  with  the  use  of  the  road  ;  and  although 
the  latter,  in  order  to  be  useful,  must  be  carried  out  beyond  the  high- 
water  mark,  and,  whilst  the  tide  is  up,  must  somewhat  narrow  the  pas- 
sage of  the  river ;  yet,  such  wharfs  are  necessary  for  the  loading  and 
unloading  of  vessels,  and  the  right  of  passage  must  be  accommodated 
to  the  right  of  loading  and  unloading  the  craft  that  pass.  The  law  in 
these,  as  in  all  other  cases,  limits  and  balances  opposing  rights,  that 
they  ma}*  be  so  enjoyed  as  that  the  exercise  of  one  is  not  injurious  to 
the  other.  The  civil  law,  copying,  in  this  respect,  from  the  law  of 
nations,  allowed  any  one  to  build  on  the  sea-shore  (there  being,  under 
that  law,  no  lords  of  manors  to  claim  the  soil),  but  imposed  on  the 
builders  the  condition  that  the  law  of  England  imposes  on  the  owners 
of  the  soil,  that  is,  that  their  buildings  should  not  interrupt'the  right  of 
way.  Digest,  1.  43,  tit.  8.  In  littore  jure  gentium  cedificare  liceret 
nisi  usus  publicus  impediret. 

The  universal  practice  of  England  shows  the  right  of  way  over  the 
sea-shore  to  be  a  common  law  right.  All  sorts  of  persons  who  resort 
to  the  sea,  either  for  business  or  pleasure,  have  always  been  accustomed 
to  pass  over  the  unoccupied  parts  of  the  shore  with  such  carriages  as 
were  suitable  to  their  respective  purposes,  and  no  lord  of  a  manor  has 
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ever  attempted  to  interrupt  such  persons.  Goods  could  not  be  landed 
or  loaded  except  at  particular  places  ;  but  this  restraint  was  imposed  by 
laws  made  for  the  protection  of  the  revenue,  and  the  security  of  the 
realm,  and  is  not  the  consequence  of  an}*  rights  in  the  owners  of  the 
soil  of  the  shore.  Men  have  landed  from  boats,  drawn  their  boats  on 
the  sands  during  their  stay  on  shore,  and  embarked  again  in  their 
boats.  Persons  haA*e  at  all  times,  at  their  pleasure,  walked  or  ridden 
on  the  sands.  Men  have,  from  the  earliest  times,  bathed  in  the  sea ; 
and,  unless  in  places  or  at  seasons  when  they  could  not,  consistently 
with  decency,  be  permitted  to  be  naked,  no  one  ever  attempted  to  pre- 
vent them.  So  far  from  the  law  allowing  lords  of  manors  to  restrain 
persons  from  bathing,  it  will  give  them  ever}-  facility  for  this  recreation. 
Bathing  promotes  health.  By  bathing,  those  who  live  near  the  sea  are 
taught  their  first  duty,  namely,  to  assist  mariners  in  distress.  The}' 
acquire,  by  bathing,  confidence  amidst  the  waves,  and  learn  how  to 
seize  the  proper  moment  for  giving  their  assistance.  It  is  found  as  a 
fact,  in  this  case,  that  it  has  been  the  custom  for  the  public  to  cross  the 
spot  in  question  on  foot  for  the  purpose  of  bathing.  Bathing-machines 
were  used  before  my.time,  and  I  believe  before  that  of  the  oldest  per- 
son now  alive,  and  I  think  the  use  of  them  is  essential  to  the  practice 
of  bathing.  Decency  must  prevent  all  females,  and  infirmity  many 
men,  from  bathing,  except  from  a  machine.  Attempts  have  been  made 
to  make  those  who  use  machines  pay  some  acknowledgment  to  the  lord 
of  the  manor  where  they  were  used  ;  but  I  cannot  find  that  any  of  those 
attempts  have  yet  succeeded.  I  shall  presently  show  from  authority, 
that  the  right  to  fish  is  only  a  part  of  the  general  right  of  the  subjects 
of  England.  Persons  have  also  crossed  the  beach  for  the  purpose  of 
fishing  in  the  sea,  and  have  brought  back  their  fish  over  the  beach,  both 
on  horses  and  in  carriages.  These  acts  of  the  fishermen  are  instances 
in  support  of  the  common  law  right  of  way. 

The  practice  of  a  particular  place  is  called  a  custom.  A  general  im- 
memorial practice  through  the  realm  is  the  common  law.  Many  of  our 
most  valuable  common  law  rights  have  no  other  support  than  universal 
practice.  In  Ball  v.  Herbert,  3  T.  R.  261,  Lord  Kenyon  says  :  "  Com- 
mon law  rights  are  either  to  be  found  in  the  opinions  of  lawyers,  de- 
livered as  axioms,  or  to  be  collected  from  the  universal  and  immemorial 
usage  throughout  the  country."  The  instances  put  by  me  sufficiently 
demonstrate  the  existence  of  a  universal  custom  in  favor  of  a  public 
right  of  way  over  the  sea-shore. 

It  has  been  at  all  times  the  policy  of  this  country  to  encourage  navi- 
gation. The  free  passage  of  the  sea-shore  is  essential  to  the  con- 
venience and  safety  of  navigation.  Cases  of  immediate  necessity  or 
imminent  danger  may  be  said  to  form  exceptions  to  general  rules  ;  but 
there  are  many  cases  in  which  there  is  neither  immediate  necessity  nor 
imminent  danger,  in  which  boats  must  pass  between  ships  at  sea  and 
the  shore,  letters  and  provisions  must  be  sent,  passengers  require  to 
land  or  to  embark,  intelligence  necessary  to  the  further  prosecution  of. 
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a  voyage  is  desired,  or  a  pilot  is  wanted.  For  mam-  leagues  of  coast, 
there  is  no  public  passage  marked  out,  by  which  persons  ma}'  go  to  or 
from  the  sea.  But  fixed  places  will  not  do.  Winds  or  currents  make 
it  necessary,  that  the  greatest  part  of  the  shore  should  be  left  open  for 
persons  to  land  on,  and  embark  from.  There  is  no  Statute,  or  rule  of 
common  law,  that  secures  the  right  of  passage  over  the  shore  for  pur- 
poses connected  with  navigation  ;  those  who  have  passed  over  the 
shore  for  those  purposes,  have  been  trespassers,  if  they  were  not  justi- 
fied under  the  general  common  law  right  of  free  passage.  Is  it  to  be 
supposed,  that,  in  a  countiy,  the  prosperity  and  independence  of  which 
depend  on  navigation,  that  which  is  so  necessary  to  navigation  as  a 
road  for  all  lawful  purposes  to  the  sea,  should  not  have  been  secured  to 
the  public,  particularl}-  when  it  might  be  done  without  injury  to  the 
interest  of  any  individual  ? 

There  is  no  clear  and  express  declaration  on  this  point,  either  in  the 
Statutes  or  in  the  common  law.  But  this  right  is  so  important  to  the 
best  interests  of  the  countiy,  that  had  not  the  constant  exercise  of  it 
been  considered  sufficient  to  establish  it,  the  legislature  would  no  doubt 
have  declared  it  to  be  in  the  people  of  England.  Bracton,  lib.  1,  cap. 
12,  §  6,  sa3's  :  "  Publica  vero  sunt  omnia  flumina  et  portus.  Ideoque 
jus  piscandi  omnibus  commune  est  in  portu  et  in  fluminibus.  Riparum 
etiam  usus  publicus  est  de  jure  gentium,  sicut  ipsius  fluminis.  Itaque 
naves  ad  eas  applicare,  funes  arboribus  ibi  natis  religare,  onus  aliquod 
in  iis  reponere,  cuivis  liberum  est,  sicut  per  ipsum  fluvium  navigare : 
sed  proprietas  earum  illorum  est  quorum  prediis  adherent,  et  eadem  de 
causa  arbores  in  eisdem  iiatae  eorundem  sunt :  et  hrec  intelligenda  sunt 
de  fluminibus  perennibus,  quia  temporalia  possunt,  esse  privata."  This 
passage  proves  all  that  I  am  attempting  to  establish.  It  shows  that  all 
persons  have  a  common  right  on  rivers  ;  that  the  right  of  fishing  exists 
only  as  a  part  of  that  common  right ;  and  that  the  banks  of  rivers  are 
as  much  open  to  the  use  of  the  public  as  the  rivers  themselves.  The 
passage  has  been  supposed  to  prove  too  much,  and  therefore  it  has  been 
said,  that  its  authority  cannot  be  relied  on.  Mr.  Justice  Buller,  speak- 
ing of  it,  in  Ball  v.  Herbert,  3  T.  R.  263,  says,  "  that  it  plainly  ap- 
pears to  have  been  taken  from  Justinian,  and  is  only  part  of  the  civil 
law ;  and  whether  or  not  it  has  been  adopted  by  the  common  law,  is  to 
be  seen  b}'  looking  into  our  books ;  and  there  it  is  not  to  be  found." 
I  admit  that  Bracton  agrees  with  the  civil  law,  and  I  must  add,  with 
the  law  of  all  civilized  nations.  Selden,  who  wrote  his  Mare  clau- 
sum  to  prove  that  an  exclusive  right  might  be  acquired  in  parts  of 
the  sea,  admits  that  the  sea  was  originally  common  to  all,  and  in  lib.  1, 
cap.  2,  he  lias  collected  from  the  works  of  the  learned  of  all  nations, 
as  well  philosophers,  divines,  and  poets,  as  lawyers,  that  the  sea  and 
its  shores  were  common  to  all  men,  as  much  so  as  the  air  that  blows 
over  them.  This  I  think  proves,  that  the  doctrine  is  reasonable  and 
ought  to  be  adopted  into  our  law,  unless  there  be  something  in  our  par- 
ticular situation  to  exclude  it;  and  so  far  from  this  being  the  case, 
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there  never  was  a  country,  the  local  situation  of  which,  and  the  habits 
and  interests  of  the  inhabitants  of  which,  so  much  required  such  a  law. 
But  our  books  show,  that  this  passage  has  been  adopted  into  our  law. 
Mr.  Justice  Buller  tells  us,  that  Callis  quotes  it  as  English  law,  and  I 
have  often  heard  Lord  Kenyon  speak  with  great  respect  of  that  writer. 
Bracton  has  not  stated  this  as  civil  law,  he  has  made  it  part  of  his 
book,  De  legibus  et  consuetudinibus  Anglice.  He  was  Chief  Justice 
of  England  in  the  reign  of  Henry  the  Third ;  and  Lord  Hale  (Hist,  of 
the  Common  Law,  ch.  7)  says,  that  in  his  time  the  common  law  was 
much  improved,  and  the  pleadings  were  more  perfect  and  orderly  than 
in  any  preceding  period  of  our  history.  Surety  such  a  man  is  no  mean 
authority  for  what  the  common  law  was  at  the  time  he  wrote.  In 
Fortescue,  p.  408,  Lord  Chief  Justice  Parker  says :  "  As  to  the  author- 
it)*  of  Bracton,  to  be  sure  many  things  are  now  altered,  but  there  is  no 
color  to  say,  that  it  was  not  law  at  that  time,  for  there  are  many  things 
that  have  never  been  altered,  and  are  law  now."  As  law  is  a  just  rule 
fitted  to  the  existing  state  of  things,  it  must  alter  as  the  state  of  things 
to  which  it  relates  alters.  I  do  not  say,  that  the  whole  of  the  passage 
in  Bracton  is  now  good  law :  it  was  all  good  law  at  the  time  he  wrote, 
and  all  of  it  that  is  adapted  to  the  present  state  of  things  is  good  law 
now.  It  is  objected,  that  Bracton  says,  "  that  any  one  may,  in  auy 
river,  fasten  vessels  with  ropes  to  the  trees  on  the  banks,  and  unload 
the  cargoes  on  the  banks."  Undoubtedly  the  public  cannot  now  pre- 
tend to  claim  this  right  in  all  navigable  rivers.  Many  rivers  have  been 
rendered  navigable  since  Bracton  wrote,  which  in  his  time  were  private 
streams.  The  public  have  no  greater  right  on  the  banks  of  such  rivers, 
than  the  owners  of  the  adjoining  lands  granted  them  when  such  rivers 
were  made,  from  private  streams,  public  rivers,  and  the  extent  of  the 
grant  must  be  ascertained  from  usage.  This  is  the  case  with  a  new- 
made  road.  If  one  dedicates  to  the  public  a  right  of  way  over  his 
lands,  the  public  must  take  the  road  with  gates  on  such  parts  of  it  as 
the  owner  thinks  proper  to  erect  at  the  time  he  makes  the  dedication. 
But  Bracton  speaks  not  of  newly  made  rivers,  but  of  such  as  were 
always  navigable,  and  the  banks  of  which  had  been  as  open  to  the  pub- 
lic as  their  waters.  This  I  take  to  be  the  law  with  all  inland  naviga- 
tions in  the  reign  of  Henry  the  Third.  These,  like  the  sea  and  its 
shores,  were  then  the  property  of  the  public,  and  the  right  of  the  public 
in  them  was  not  acquired  by  any  compromise  with  the  interest  of  any 
individual.  On  some  rivers  that  have  been  navigable  from  time  imme- 
morial, the  public  using  but  one  of  the  banks  for  a  towing  path,  the 
other  has  been  usefully  occupied  by  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  land, 
and  so  an  exclusive  right  has  been  established  to  the  part  so  occupied. 
But  the  barrenness  of  the  greatest  part  of  the  sea-shore  has  prevented 
it  from  becoming  the  subject  of  exclusive  property.  It  is  useful  only 
as  a  boundary  and  an  approach  to  the  sea ;  and  therefore,  ever  has 
been,  and  ever  should  continue  common  to  all  who  have  occasion  to 
resort  to  the  sea.  Thus,  the  case  of  Ball  v.  Herbert  is  distinguished 


626  BLUNDELL  V.   CATTERALL. 

from  the  present,  and  it  must  be  recollected,  that,  in  that  case,  Lord 
Kenyon  said,  "  Some  of  the  passages  in  Lord  Hale  which  seem  to 
favor  the  common  law  right,  are  rather  applicable  to  banks  of  the  sea, 
and  to  ports ;  and  it  is  part  of  the  king's  prerogative  to  create  ports, 
Avhichwas  lately  exercised  at  Liverpool."  In  Broke's  Abridgment,  tit. 
Customs,  pi.  46,  all  the  judges  agreed,  "  that  fishermen  may  justify 
going  on  the  land  adjoining  the  sea,  to  fish  in  the  sea ;  for  this  is  for 
the  good  of  the  commonwealth,  affording  sustenance  to  manj*  persons, 
and  is  the  common  law."  If  the  right  of  fishing  is  only  a  part  of  that 
more  general  right  for  which  I  am  contending,  as  appears  from  the  pas- 
sage in  Bracton,  and  will  appear  from  Lord  Hale,  then  this  is  a  decision 
in  support  of  the  general  right. 

The  reason  on  which  my  judgment  is  grounded  is  public  advantage. 
The  right  of  bathing  in  the  sea,  which  is  essential  to  the  health  of  so 
many  persons,  is  as  beneficial  to  the  public  as  that  of  fishing,  and  must 
have  been  as  well  secured  to  the  subjects  of  this  country  by  the  common 
law.  That  the  right  of  using  the  shore  for  the  purpose  of  fishing  docs 
not  depend  on  any  particular  law  applicable  to  fishing  only,  but  is  part 
of  the  more  general  right  of  the  subjects  to  the  sea  and  its  shores,  is 
proved  by  Lord  Hale,  putting  the  practice  of  fishing  as  evidence  of  the 
general  right.  In  part  1,  cap.  8,  De  Jure  Marls,  p.  11,  he  says  :  "  The 
king's  right  of  propriety,  or  ownership,  in  the  sea,  and  soil  thereof,  is 
evidenced  principally  in  these  things  that  follow  :  first,  the  right  of  fish- 
ing in  the  sea,  and  the  creeks  and  arms  thereof,  is  originally  lodged  in 
the  Crown."  This  makes  the  judgment  in  Broke  bear  directly  on  the 
point  in  dispute.  Lord  Hale,  in  his  treatise  De  Portibus  Marls,  cap. 
6,  p.  73,  says :  "  Before  any  port  is  legally  settled,  although  the  pro- 
priety of  the  soil  of  a  creek  or  harbor  may  belong  to  a  subject  or  private 
person,  yet  the  king  hath  his  jus  regium  in  that  creek  or  harbor ;  and 
there  is  also  a  common  liberty  for  any  to  come  thither  with  boats 
and  vessels,  as  against  all  but  the  king.  And,  upon  this  account, 
though  A.  may  have  the  propriety  of  a  creek  or  harbor,  or  navigable 
river,  yet  the  king  may  grant  there  the  liberty  of  a  port  to  B. ;  and  so 
the  interest  of  propriety  and  the  interest  of  franchise  several  and 
divided.  And  in  this  no  injury  is  at  all  done  to  A. ;  for  he  hath  what 
he  had  before,  viz.  the  interest  of  the  soil,  and  consequently  the  im- 
provement of  the  shore,  and  the  liberty  of  fishing ;  and  as  the  creek 
was  free  for  any  to  pass  in  it,  against  all  but  the  king  (for  it  was 
publici  juris,  as  to  that  matter,  before),  so  now  the  king  takes  off  that 
restraint,  and  by  his  license  and  charter  makes  it  free  for  all  to  come 
and  unload."  Here,  we  have  the  distinct  authority  of  Lord  Hale,  that 
although  a  man  has  the  soil  under  an  arm  of  the  sea,  and  the  soil  of  the 
shore,  yet  the  public  have  not  only  a  right  to  navigate  on  the  waters, 
but  to  unload  on  the  shore ;  and  that  this  right  can  only  be  restrained 
by  the  king's  prerogative.  If  they  have  a  right  to  unload,  they  must 
have  the  right  to  come  over  the  shore ;  for  the  right  to  unload  would 
otherwise  be  useless.  The  right  on  the  shore  is  declared  by  this  pas- 
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sage  to  be  as  common  to  the  public  as  the  right  on  the  water :  that  the 
water  is  open  to  the  public  for  all  lawful  purposes  is  not  denied.  What 
law,  then,  has  narrowed  the  right  of  the  public  on  the  shore?  Lord 
Hale  then  adds  :  "  But  if  A.  hath  the  ripa,  or  bauk,  of  the  port,  the  king 
ma}*  not  grant  a  liberty  to  unlade  on  that  bauk  or  ripa  without  his  con- 
sent, unless  custom  hath  made  the  liberty  thereof  free  to  all,  as  in  many 
places  it  is  ;  for  that  would  be  a  prejudice  to  the  private  interest  of  A., 
which  ma}-  not  be  taken  from  him  without  such  consent.  And,  there- 
fore, in  the  creation  of  a  new  port,  either  by  proclamation  or  charter,  it 
hath  been  the  course  to  secure  the  interest  in  the  shore  beforehand,  for 
the  building  of  wharfs  and  keys,  for  the  application  of  the  merchandise, 
and  for  the  building  of  houses  of  receipt."  Lord  Hale  makes  the  dis- 
tinction between  the  shore  of  the  sea  and  the  banks  of  a  river,  which 
Lord  Kenyon  points  at  in  Ball  v.  Herbert ;  the  former  is  free  for  all 
to  come  and  unload,  but  the  king  cannot  grant  a  liberty  to  unload  in 
the  latter,  without  the  consent  of  the  owner.  I  again  repeat,  that  the 
shore  is  not  free  to  unload  from  an}*  particular  law  giving  this  freedom, 
but  from  the  general  right  of  passage  over  it,  which  the  usage  of  the 
whole  coast  shows  to  have  been  reserved  for  the  benefit  of  the  public 
out  of  the  grant  of  the  soil  by  the  Crown.  This  is  further  proved  to  be 
the  meaning  of  Lord  Hale  by  the  concluding  words  of  this  passage,  in 
which  he  says  it  was  usual  to  secure  the  interest  of  the  shore,  not  for 
a  way  to  the  sea,  but  for  the  building  wharfs,  quays,  and  houses  for 
the  reception  of  goods.  The  right  of  way  the  public  had,  but  the  right 

of  building  was  to  be  purchased.     The  cases  of  Young  v. , 

Ld.  Raym.  725,  and  The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Cluworth,  6 
Mod.  163,  are  properly  overruled  by  that  of  Sail  v.  Herbert ;  and  I  do 
not  rety  on  those  cases. 

My  opinion  is  founded  on  these  grounds.  The  shore  of  the  sea  is 
admitted  to  have  been  at  one  time  the  property  of  the  king.  From  the 
general  nature  of  this  propert}-,  it  could  never  be  used  for  exclusive 
occupation.  It  was  holden  by  the  king,  like  the  sea  and  the  highways, 
for  all  his  subjects.  The  soil  could  only  be  transferred,  subject  to  this 
public  trust ;  and  general  usage  shows  that  the  public  right  has  been 
excepted  out  of  the  grant  of  the  soil.  Our  law  books  furnish  us  with 
little  for  our  guidance  on  this  subject ;  what  is  to  be  found  seems  to 
favor  the  common  law  right  of  way.  But  unless  I  felt  myself  bound  by 
an  authority  as  strong  and  clear  as  an  Act  of  Parliament,  I  would  hold, 
on  principles  of  public  policy,  — I  might  say  public  necessit}% —  that  the 
interruption  of  free  access  to  the  sea  is  a  public  nuisance.  In  the  first 
ages  of  all  countries,  not  only  the  sea  and  its  shores,  but  all  perennial 
rivers,  wei-e  left  open  to  public  use.  In  all  countries,  it  has  been  matter 
of  just  complaint,  that  individuals  have  encroached  on  the  rights  of  the 
people.  In  England,  our  ancestors  put  the  public  rights  in  rivers 
under  the  safeguard  of  Magna  Charta.  The  principle  of  exclusive  appro- 
priation must  not  be  carried  beyond  things  capable  of  improvement  by 
the  industry  of  man.  If  it  be  extended  so  far  as  to  touch  the  right  of 
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walking  over  these  barren  sands,  it  will  take  from  the  people  what  is 
essential  to  their  welfare,  whilst  it  will  give  to  individuals  only  the 
hateful  privilege  of  vexing  their  neighbors.  It  has  been  said,  that  lords 
of  manors  should  have  a  right  to  prevent  bathing,  that  they  might  hinder 
persons  from  doing  it  in  places  of  public  resort.  Magistrates  are  armed 
with  authority  to  bring  to  punishment  such  as  bathe  indecently.  I 
would  rather  rely  on  disinterested  and  responsible  magistrates,  than  on 
an  interested  and  irresponsible  lord  of  a  manor.  A  lord  of  a  manor 
might  remove  bathers  from  a  part  within  view  of  his  own  house,  but 
would  he  be  equally  active  to  protect  his  neighbors  from  offence  ?  If  he 
is  not,  I  know  no  mode  of  forcing  him  to  execute  the  power  he  derives 
from  his  property.  For  these  reasons,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  defend- 
ant is  entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

HOLROYD,  J.  The  question  put  in  this  case  for  our  opinion,  is  the 
general  question,  whether  there  is  a  common  law  right  for  all  the  king's 
subjects  to  bathe  in  the  sea,  and  to  pass  over  the  sea-shore  for  that  pur- 
pose, on  foot  and  with  horses  and  carriages.  But,  coupled  with  the 
facts  stated  in  the  case,  the  question  really  is,  whether  there  is  a  com- 
mon law  right  in  all  the  king's  subjects  to  do  so  in  the  locus  in  quo, 
though  the  soil  of  the  sea-shore,  and  an  exclusive  right  of  fishing  there 
in  a  particular  manner  (namely,  with  stake-nets),  are  private  property 
belonging  to  a  subject,  and  though  the  same  have  been  a  special  pecu- 
liar property  from  time  immemorial.  The  plaintiff  being  stated  to  be 
the  owner  of  the  soil  of  the  shore,  and  to  have  the  exclusive  right  of 
fishing  thereon,  with  stake-nets,  as  lord  of  the  manor,  the  soil,  as  par- 
cel of  or  belonging  to  the  manor,  must,  according  to  2  Bl.  Com.  92, 
have  been  so  from  before  the  time  of  passing  the  Statute,  Quia  Kmp- 
tores  Terra.rum,  tempore  Edw.  I.,  since  which  time  no  manor  can  have 
been  created  ;  and  the  plaintiff  being  stated  to  have  the  exclusive  right 
of  fishing,  as  lord  of  the  manor,  this  can  only  be  as  appendant  or  appur- 
tenant to  the  manor.  It  must,  therefore,  be  b}-  prescription,  and  conse- 
quently there  has  been  an  exclusive  right  of  fishing  there  from  time 
immemorial.  The  question,  too,  is,  as  to  the  public  right  to  the  extent 
above  stated,  independently  of  usage  and  custom.  The  right  is  claimed 
on  the  pleadings,  as  founded  not  on  usage  or  custom,  but  upon,  the 
supposed  general  law  only ;  and  the  usage,  as  stated  in  the  special 
case,  Is  found  to  have  been  for  the  public  to  cross  the  sea-shore  on  foot 
only,  for  the  purpose  of  bathing,  no  bathing-machines  having  ever  been 
used  in  Great  Crosby,  where  the  locus  in  quo  is  situate,  before  the  es- 
tablishment of  the  present  hotel.  My  opinion,  therefore,  on  this  case 
will  not  affect  any  right  that  has  been  or  can  be  gained  b}-  prescription 
or  custom,  either  by  individuals  or  by  either  the  permanent  or  tempo- 
rary inhabitants  of  any  vill,  parish,  or  district. 

The  claim  upon  the  pleadings,  respecting  the  public  highway  along 
the  shore,  and  the  verdict,  and  facts  found  in  the  special  case  respect- 
ins:  the  same,  make  no  difference,  but  leave  the  question,  with  respect 
to  the  right  of  bathing,  and  the  right  incident  thereto  (if  any)  of  pas- 
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sing  over  the  sea-shore  for  that  purpose,  on  foot  and  with  horses  and 
carriages,  the  same  as  if  no  such  claim  of  a  general  public  highway 
existed,  or  was  put  upon  the  record,  as  the  jury  have  found  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  new  assignment,  that  the  trespasses  complained 
of  were  committed  in  the  locus  in  quo  on  other  occasions,  and  for  other 
purposes  than  as  a  general  public  highwa}'  and  out  of  the  highway  there. 

It  was  contended  in  argument  at  the  bar,  that,  b}'  the  common  law  of 
England,  all  the  king's  subjects  had  a  right,  not  only  to  traverse  the 
ocean  itself  in  every  direction,  as  well  for  commerce,  trade,  and  inter- 
course, as  for  ever}'  other  lawful  purpose  ;  but,  also,  that  they  had  a 
general  public  right  of  way  over  the  sea-shore  to  and  from  the  sea,  and 
that  they  had  it,  as  well  during  the  recess  as  during  the  flux  of  the  tide, 
for  all  lawful  purposes  ;  and  that  the  king  could  not  grant  the  shore  so 
as  to  supersede  or  to  deprive  the  public  of  the  exercise  of  that  right 
over  the  sea-shore.  And  it  was  further  contended,  that  even  if  the 
public  right  was  not  so  extensive,  yet  that,  at  all  events,  the  king's 
subjects  had  a  right  of  bathing  on  the  sea-shore,  so  that  it  be  exercised 
in  such  a  way  as  is  conformable  to  decenc}- ;  and  that  they  had  also,  as 
incident  thereto,  a  right  to  pass  over  the  sea-shore,  not  merely  on  foot, 
but  with  horses  and  carriages ;  that  is  to  say,  with  bathing-machines 
for  that  purpose,  whether  the  sea-shore  belonged  to  the  king  as  public 
property,  or  to  any  individual  as  being  now  or  even  immemorial!}-  pri- 
vate property ;  and  that  such  public  right  could  not  be  superseded  by 
the  king's  grant  of  the  sea-shore  as  private  property.  And  the  earliest 
authority  cited  for  this  purpose  was  from  Bracton,  who  copied  it  from 
the  civil  law.  But  whatever  may  be  found  to  be  the  civil  law  upon  this 
subject,  and  whatever  may  have  been  stated  by  some  of  our  law  writers 
from  the  civil  law,  or  may  be  found  to  have  dropped  as  dicta  from  some 
of  our  judges  ;  yet  it  appears,  I  think,  that  the  civil  law,  as  applicable 
to  this  subject,  differs  from  the  common  law  of  England  ;  that  its  prin- 
ciples have  not  only  not  been  adopted  into  the  common  law,  but  are 
at  variance  with  it,  and  are  therefore  no  guide  to  us ;  that  the  public 
right,  to  the  extent  claimed  in  this  case,  is  not  only  not  found  to  be 
established  by  our  law,  but  that  the  established  principles  of  our  law 
are  inconsistent  with  it.  The  question  is  with  regard  to  the  shore  ; 
that  is  to  say.  the  land  between  the  high  and  the  low  water-mark,  and, 
according  to  Lord  Male's  definition  of  the  sea  shore,  between  those 
marks  at  ordinary  tides,  that  is  to  sa}',  between  the  ordinary  flux  and 
reflux  of  the  sea. 

In  Bracton,  1.  1,  c.  12,  §  6,  it  is  thus  laid  down  :  "  Publica  vero  sunt 
omnia  flumina  et  portus,  ideoque  jus  piscandi  omnibus  commune  est  in 
portu  et  in  fluminibus.  Riparurn  etiam  usus  publicus  est  jure  gentium, 
sicut  ipsius  fluminis.  Itaque  naves  ad  eas  applicare,  funes  arboribus  ibi 
natis  religare,  onus  aliquod  in  iis  reponere,  cuivis  liberum  est,  sicut  per 
ipsum  fluvium  navigare ;  sed  proprietas  earum,  illornm  est,  quorum 
proediis  adhnerent  et  eadem  de  causa  arbores  in  eisdem  natse  eorundem 
sunt.  Sed  haec  intelligenda  sunt,  de  fluminibus  perennibus ;  quia  tem- 
VOL.  ii.  —  34 
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poralia  possunt  esse  privata."  This  passage  is  quite  general,  and  is 
not  confined  to  tide  or  navigable  rivers.  The  doctrine  as  to  the  banks 
of  rivers,  is  con t ran-  to  the  case  of  Ball  v.  Herbert,  respecting  the  right 
of  towing  paths,  where  Lord  Kenyon  says,  "That  there  is  such  a  cus- 
tom on  most  of  the  navigable  rivers,  no  person  doubts,  but  still  the  right 
was  founded  solely  on  the  custom."  And  there  the  court  determined 
against  the  general  common  law  right  claimed.  It  is,  indeed,  supported 

by  the  dicta  of  Lord  Holt,  in  Young  v. ,  and  Rex  v.  Cluworth, 

in  the  former  of  which  cases  he  ruled,  "  that  every  man,  of  common 
right,  may  justify  the  going  of  his  servants  or  his  horses  upon  the  banks 
of  navigable  rivers,  for  towing  barges,  to  whomsoever  the  right  of  the 
soil  belongs  ;  "  and  in  the  latter,  "  that  if  one  has  land  adjoining  on  a 
common  river,  even;  one  that  uses  that  river  has,  if  occasion  be,  a 
right  to  a  way  by  brink  of  water  over  that  land,  or  further  in  if  neces- 
sary." But  both  these  authorities  were  cited  and  commented  on  in  the 
case  of  Ball  v.  Herbert,  and  expressly  overruled  by  the  court.  The 
passage  in  Bracton  is  taken  from  Justinian,  List.,  lib.  2,  tit.  1,  §§  2  and 
4,  and  is  in  his  very  words,  except  with  the  addition  of  the  last  sen- 
tence. But  besides  the  difference  between  our  law  and  the  civil  law,  in 
regard  to  what  is  even  there  laid  down  by  Bracton,  the  variance  be- 
tween the  common  law  and  the  civil  law  in  other  respects,  as  to  marine 
properties  and  rights,  shows,  that  the  civil  law  cannot  be  an}-  guide,  or 
afford  any  illustration  to  us  in  these  matters ;  and  therefore,  though 
Justinian  in  §  1  of  that  book  and  title  says,  "Nemo  igitur  ad  littus 
maris  accedere  prohibetur ;  "  yet  his  doctrine  cannot  have  an}-  weight  or 
authority  in  that  respect  with  us,  unless  it  be  found  to  be  confirmed  or 
adopted  by  our  own  lawyers,  and  particularly,  if  it  be  found  not  to  be  con- 
sistent with  and  conformable  to  the  doctrines  and  principles  of  the  com-, 
mon  law.  That  there  is  this  great  difference  between  the  civil  and  the 
common  law,  will  appear  from  stating  what  is  laid  down  in  Justinian, 
in  some  of  the  other  sections  of  that  book  and  title,  and  comparing  it 
with  what  is  undoubtedly  the  common  law,  as  to  that  species  of  prop- 
erty. In  Justinian,  the  shore  is  thus  defined  :  "  Est  autem  littus  maris 
quatenus  hybernus  fluctus  maximus  excurrit."  By  the  common  law,  we 
know  it  is  confined  to  the  flux  and  reflux  of  the  sea  at  ordinary  tides. 
In  Justinian,  this  is  laid  down,  De  usn  et  proprietate  littorum,  §  5. 
"  Littorum  quoque  usus  publicus  est  et  juris  gentium,  sicut  et  ipsius 
maris  ;  et  ob  id  cuilibet  liberum  est  casam  ibi  ponere  in  quam  se  recipiat, 
sicut  retia  siccare,  et  ex  mari  deducere :  Proprietas  autem  eorum  potest 
intelligi  nullius  esse,  sed  ejusdem  juris  esse,  cujus  et  mare,  et  quae  sub- 
jacet  mari  terra  vel  arena."  By  the  common  law,  no  such  right  exists 
in  the  public  of  erecting  on  the  sea-shore  any  building  for  drying  their 
nets ;  and  instead  of  the  property  in  the  shore  being  in  no  one,  it  is 
prima  facie  in  the  king,  and  ma}*  be  in  a  subject ;  and  so  ma}-  even  an 
arm  of  the  sea,  a  districtus  maris,  as  Hale,  De  Jure  Maris,  page  31 ,  says, 
"  a  place  in  the  §ea  between  such  points,  or  a  particular  part  contigu- 
ous to  the  shore,  or  a  port,  or  creek,  or  arm  of  the  sea ; "  though,  as 
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he  also  there  lays  it  clown,  in  the  main  sea  itself,  adjacent  to  his  domin- 
ions, the  king  only  hath  the  propriety,  but  a  subject  hath  not,  and  in- 
deed cannot  have  that  property  in  the  sea  through  the  whole  tract  of  it, 
that  the  king  hath,  because,  without  a  regular  power,  he  cannot  possi- 
bly possess  it.  So  by  the  civil  law,  §  18  :  "  Lapilli  et  gemmae  et  cetera 
quse  in  littore  maris  inveniuntur  jure  natural!  statim  inventoris  fiunt." 
By  our  law,  we  know  that  wrecks  and  things  found  upon  the  sea-shore 
do  not  belong  to  the  finder,  but,  where  the  owner  cannot  be  discovered, 
to  the  king  or  his  grantee,  or  to  some  person  by  prescription,  which  pre- 
supposes such  grant.  So  by  the  civil  law,  §  22  :  "  Insula  quae  in  mari 
est,  quod  raro  accidit  (here  he  is  speaking  of  an  island  newly  rising 
from  the  sea),  occupantis  fit;  nullius  enim  esse  creditor."  Lord  Hale, 
De  Jure  Maris,  p.  36,  shows  how  the  common  law  differs  from  this : 
"As  touching  islands  arising  in  1?ue  sea,  or  in  the  arms,  or  creeks,  or 
havens  thereof,  the  same  rule  holds  which  is  before  observed,  touching 
acquests,  by  the  reliction  or  recess  of  the  sea,  or  such  arms,  or  creeks 
thereof.  Of  common  right  and  prima  facie,  it  is  true,  the}7  belong  to 
the  Crown  ;  but  where  the  interest  of  such  districtus  maris,  or  arm  of 
the  sea,  or  creek,  or  haven,  doth,  in  point  of  propriety,  belong  to  a 
subject,  either  by  charter  or  prescription,  the  islands  that  happen  with- 
in the  precincts  of  such  private  propriety  of  a  subject,  will  belong  to 
the  subject,  according  to  the  limits  and  extents  of  such  propriety." 

By  the  common  law,  all  the  king's  subjects  have  in  general  a  right  of 
passage  over  the  sea  with  their  ships,  boats,  and  other  vessels,  for  the 
purposes  of  navigation,  commerce,  trade,  and  intercourse,  and  also  in 
navigable  rivers  ;  and  the}T  have  also,  prima  facie,  a  common  of  fishery 
there  ;  but  they  may  be  excluded  from  the  latter  right,  though  not  now 
by  charter,  at  least  by  immemorial  custom  or  prescription.  These 
rights  are  noticed  b}*  Lord  Hale ;  but  whatever  further  rights,  if  any, 
they  may  have  in  the  sea,  or  in  navigable  rivers,  it  is  a  very  different 
question  whether  the}*  have,  or  how  far  they  have,  Independently  of 
necessity  or  usage,  public  rights  upon  the  shore  (that  is  to  say,  between 
the  high  and  low  water-mark),  when  it  is  not  sea,  or  covered  with 
water,  and  especiall}-  when  it  has  from  time  immemorial  been,  or  has 
since  become,  private  property.  For  the  purpose  of  the  king's  subjects 
getting  upon  the  sea,  and  upon  the  navigable  rivers,  to  exercise  their 
unquestionable  rights  of  commerce,  intercourse,  and  fishing,  there  are 
not  only  the  ports  of  the  kingdom,  established  from  time  to  time  by  the 
king's  prerogative,  and  called  by  Lord  Hale  the  Ostia  Regni,  but  also 
public  places  for  embarking  and  landing  themselves  and  their  goods. 
It  was  not  b}*  the  common  law,  nor  is  it  b}'  Statute,  lawful  to  come  with 
or  land  or  ship  customable  goods  in  creeks  or  havens,  or  other  places 
out  of  the  ports,  unless  in  cases  of  danger  or  necessity,  nor  fish  or 
land  other  goods  not  customable,  where  the  shore  or  the  land  adjoining 
is  private  property,  unless  upon  the  person's  own  soil,  or  with  the 
leave  of  the  owner  thereof,  who,  Lord  Hale  saj's,  ma}r,  in  such  case, 
take  amends  for  the  trespass  in  unloading  upon  his  ground,  though  he 
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may  not  take  it  as  a  certain  common  toll ;  because,  for  so  doing,  it 
appears  in  Lord  Hale's  treatise  De  Portibus  Mar  is.  page  51,  that  one 
.Morgan  was  fined  100  marks.  No  such  amends  could  be  taken,  ii.' 
there  was  a  public  right  of  coming  there  for  that  purpose  in  particular, 
or  for  purposes  in  general.  In  a  case  of  necessity  (as  Lord  Hale,  in  his 
treatise  De  Portibus  Maris,  page  53,  says)  either  of  stress  of  weather, 
assault,  or  pirates,  or  want  of  provisions,  any  ship  might  put  into  any 
creek  or  haven.  And  he  then  further  says:  "In  case  of  necessity, 
and  for  the  supply  of  fishermen,  all  places  were  to  that  purpose  and  i  ml 
ports ; "  that  is,  for  the  purpose  of  finding  provisions  for  ships  and 
mariners.  This  is  not  consistent  with  the  general  right  contended  for, 
as  being  in  the  public,  of  coming  on  the  shore  for  their  purposes  in 
general  as  and  when  they  please.  It  is  said,  indeed,  in  Fitzh.  Barre, 
93,  which  cites  8  Ed.  4,  19,  "Nota'by  Danby,  That  the  fishers  who 
fish  in  the  sea  ma}'  justify  their  going  upon  the  land  adjoining  to  the 
sea,  because  such  fishery  is  for  the  common  wealth,  and  for  the  suste- 
nance of  all  the  kingdom ;  wherefore  this  is  the  common  law,  which 
was  granted,  &c."  But  in  Bro.  Abr.,  Customs,  46,  the  same  case  is 
more  fully  stated,  where  the  doctrine  appears  to  have  been  laid  down 
on  a  question  which  arose  upon  a  custom.  That  was  trespass  for 
digging  land ;  and  the  defendant  pleaded,  that  it  was,  four  acres  adjoin- 
ing to  the  sea,  and  that  all  the  men  of  Kent,  from  time  immemorial, 
have  used,  when  they  have  fished  in  the  sea,  to  dig  in  the  land  adjoin- 
ing and  pitch  stakes  for  hanging  their  nets  to  dry.  "  Nele.  He  ought 
to  show  what  men.  Choke  and  Littleton.  This  is  not  the  custom,  for 
it  is  against  common  right  and  reason.  Danb}*.  Fishers  ma}*  justify 
going  upon  the  land  to  fish,  for  this  is  commonwealth,  and  for  the  sus- 
tenance  of  man,  and  is  the  common  law,  which  was  granted.  Fairfax. 
Digging  is  destruction  of  the  inheritance,  therefore  it  is  not  a  custom, 
&c."  But  this  appears  more  fully  still  by  recurring  to  the  Year  Book 
itself,  and  Lord  Hale,  De  Portibus  Jfctris,  86,  treats  it  as  arising  upon  a 
custom  :  for  he  there  says  :  "  Look  at  the  book  of  8  Ed.  4,  18,  for  the 
custom  of  Kent,  for  fishermen  to  dry  their  nets  upon  the  land,  though  it 
be  the  soil  of  private  men."  The  case,  as  stated  in  the  Year  Books, 
8  Ed.  4,  18,  19,  after  stating  the  pleadings  as  in  Broke,  proceeds  as 
follows :  "  Nele.  He  hath  said  that  the  men  have  used,  &c.,  and  this  is 
not  a  good  prescription,  being,  he  ought  to  show  who,  &c.  Choke. 
This  custom  cannot  be  good ;  for  it  is  against  common  right  to  pre- 
scribe to  dig  in  my  land ;  but  there  are  other  customs,  which  are 
used  throughout  the  whole  land,  and  such  customs  are  lawful ;  as  of 
inn-keepers,  &c.,  and  also  a  neighbor  negligently  keeping  his  fire, 
&c.,  and  such  customs  are  good,  &c.  Littleton.  A  custom  which 
runs  through  the  whole  land  is  the  common  law,  as  the  cases  that 
you  have  put  are,  &c. ;  and,  Sir,  such  custom,  which  may  stand 
with  reason,  shall  be  suffered,  as  in  the  case  where  the  3-ounger  son 
ought  to  inherit ;  for  there  is  a  reason  for  this,  &c.  But  this  custom  is 
against  reason  ;  for  if  he  may  dig  in  one  place,  he  may  dig  in  another 
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place ;  and  so,  if  a  man  hath  a  meadow  adjoining  the  sea,  they  ma}',  by 
such  custom,  destroy  all  the  meadow,  which  would  not  be  reasonable. 
Danby.  Those  who  are  fishers  in  the  sea  ma}*  justify  their  going  on  the 
land  adjoining  to  the  sea ;  for  such  fishery  is  for  the  commonwealth, 
and  for  the  sustenance  of  all  the  realm,  &c. ;  wherefore  this  is  common 
law,  quodfuit  concessum.  (This,  it  ma}-  be  observed,  as  far  as  it  ex- 
tends to  the  land  above  high-water  mark,  is  contrary  to  Ball  v.  Herbert, 
unless  where  it  is  founded  on  custom.  Such  a  custom  may  be  good 
where  a  right  to  dig  is  not  claimed,  or  the  doing  so  may  be  justified 
under  such  circumstances,  as  I  shall  afterwards  state  from  Lord  Hale.) 
Choke.  If  I  have  land  adjoining  to  the  sea,  so  that  the  sea  ebbs  and 
flows  on  my  land,  when  it  flows,  every  one  may  fish  in  the  water  which 
has  flowed  on  my  land,  for  then  it  is  parcel  of  the  sea,  and  in  the  sea 
every  one  may  fish  of  common  right,  &c.  ;  and,  Sir,  when  the  sea  is 
ebbed,  then  in  this  land,  which  was  flowed  before,  peradventure  he  may 
justify  his  digging.  &c. ;  for  this  land  is  of  no  great  profit  to  me,  &c." 
It,  therefore,  clearly  appears  that  this  case  proceeded  entirely  upon  a 
particular  custom,  and  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  Choke,  C.  J.,  may  be 
true,  where  there  is  such  a  custom ;  and  such  custom,  confined  to  the 
sea-shore,  may  perhaps  be  good ;  but,  if  founded  solely  on  the  common 
law,  is  inconsistent  with  many  passages  in  Lord  Hale.  By  the  common 
law,  though  the  shore,  that  is  to  say  the  soil  betwixt  the  ordinary  flux 
and  reflux  of  the  tide,  as  well  as  the  sea  itself,  belongs  to  the  king : 
yet  it  is  true  that  the  same  are  %\SQ  prlma  facie  publici  juris,  or  clothed 
with  a  public  interest.  But  this  jus  publicum  appears  from  Lord  Hale 
to  be  the  public  right  in  all  the  king's  subjects,  of  navigation  for  the 
purposes  of  commerce,  trade,  and  intercourse ;  and  also  the  liberty  of 
fishing  in  the  sea,  or  the  creeks  or  arms  thereof,  which  Lord  Hale,  De 
Jure  Marts,  p&ge  11,  says,  the  common  people  of  England  have  regularly, 
as  a  public  common  of  pischary,  and  which,  he  says,  they  may  not, 
without  injury  to  their  right,  be  restrained  of,  unless  in  such  places, 
creeks,  or  navigable  rivers  where  either  the  king  or  some  particular 
subject  has  granted  a  propriety,  exclusive  of  that  common  liberty. 
Neither  in  Lord  Hale's  treatise,  nor  elsewhere,  does  it  appear  that  there 
is  a  common  law  right  in  the  king's  subjects  in  general,  or  any  of  them, 
to  appropriate  the  sea-shore,  or  the  soil  even  below  the  low-water  mark, 
for  general  purposes,  though  temporary  only,  to  their  own  use,  without 
the  king's  grant  or  license,  even  where  that  can  be  done  without  nui- 
sance to  his  subjects.  Such  an  appropriation  by  any  of  the  king's  sub- 
jects, without  his  grant  or  license,  though  it  were  not  in  law  a  nui- 
sance, would  be  (see  Lord  Hale,  De  Portibus  Marls,  85),  where  the 
soil  remains  the  king's,  a  purpresture,  an  encroachment,  and  intrusion 
upon  the  king's  soil,  which  he  may  either  demolish  or  seize,  or  arent,  at 
his  pleasure  ;  and  though  it  were  even  by  building  below  the  low-water 
mark,  it  would  not,  as  Lord  Hale  there  says,  be  ipso  facto  a  common 
nuisance,  unless  it  be  a  damage  to  the  port  or  navigation  ;  but  where  it 
is  a  common  nuisance,  as  he  also  there  says,  even  the  king  himself 
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cannot  license  it.  This  shows  that  by  the  common  law  the  king's  sub- 
jects have  not  a  general  right  of  using  or  appropriating  the  soil  of  the 
sea-shore,  or  of  the  sea  itself,  as  they  please,  even  where  the  soil  re- 
mains the  king's,  clothed  with  thejuspublicum,  and  where  that  use  or 
appropriation  is  effected  in  such  a  manner  as  not  to  be  a  nuisance  to  the 
public  right  of  others. 

But,  further,  such  a  general  public  right  in  all  the  king's  subjects  to 
use  the  sea-shore  for  all  such  temporary  purposes  as  they  please,  would 
be,  I  think,  inconsistent  with  the  nature  of  permanent  private  property, 
or  with  the  sea-shore  becoming  such  permanent  private  property.  If, 
therefore,  the  right  of  bathing,  and  the  right  of  passing  over  the  sea- 
shore on  foot  and  with  carriages,  claimed  as  incident  thereto,  be  claimed 
under  the  supposed  general  right  of  the  public  to  use  the  sea,  and  the 
shore,  for  all  such  temporary  legal  purposes  as  the}-  may  please,  such  a 
public  right  of  general  appropriation  is  inconsistent  with  the  fact  of  the 
locus  in  quo  being  private  property,  and  of  the  fishing  therein  being 
also  a  private  exclusive  right,  as  stated  in  the  case.  And  if  the  right 
of  bathing,  and  of  the  incident  foot  and  carriage  way  claimed  for  that 
purpose,  cannot  be  established  under  such  a  general  claim  of  right  as  I 
have  before  stated,  it  can  only  be  supported  under  the  specific  claim  of 
a  public  right  of  bathing,  and  of  a  carriage  way,  as  incident  thereto ; 
for  to  that  extent  it  must  be  established,  in  order  to  entitle  the  defend- 
ant to  the  judgment  of  the  court.  And  then,  I  ask,  where  is  such  a 
right  of  bathing  on  the  sea-shore,  where  it  has  become  private  property, 
and  ma}'  immemorially  have  been  so,  and  of  a  carriage  way  for  that 
purpose  as  incident  thereto,  when  sought  for,  to  be  found  as  existing 
at  the  common  law,  independently  of  usage  and  custom,  —  a  right  too 
•which  is  here  claimed  beyond  the  extent  of  the  usage  actually  found  in 
the  case?  Where  the  soil  remains  the  king's,  and  where  no  mischief  or 
injury  is  likely  to  arise  from  the  enjoyment  or  exercise  of  such  a  public 
right,  it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  an  unnecessary  and  injurious  re- 
straint upon  the  subjects  would,  in  that  respect,  be  enforced  by  the 
king,  the  parens  patrice.  Where  there  is,  and  has  hitherto  been,  a 
necessity,  or  even  urgency,  for  such  a  right,  it  must,  or  most  probably 
will  have,  usage  and  custom  in  the  place  to  support,  regulate,  limit,  and 
modify  it ;  for,  whenever  there  has  been  a  necessity  for  it,  there,  as  far 
as  such  necessity  has  existed,  some  usage  must  have  prevailed. 

In  Ball  v.  Herbert,  Lord  Kenyon,  in  speaking  of  common  law  rights, 
says :  "  Common  law  rights  are  either  to  be  found  in  the  opinions  of 
lawyers  delivered  as  axioms,  or  to  be  collected  from  the  universal  and 
immemorial  usage  throughout  the  countiy."  And  Ashhurst,  J.,  says  : 
"  It  seems  extraordinary  (if  there  be  an}'  such  right)  that  it  is  not  de- 
fined with  greater  certainty  in  an}'  of  our  law  books ;  for  it  is  a  right 
that  in  its  nature  must,  if  it  existed,  be  subject  to  some  restrictions,  as, 
that  it  should  be  exercised  only  on  one.  and  that  the  most  convenient, 
side  of  the  river ;  for  it  would,  in  many  instances,  be  a  very  oppressive 
right,  if  it  could  be  claimed  on  both  sides."  And  Buller,  J.,  says: 
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"  This  being  claimed  as  a  common  law  right,  it  can  only  be  proved  to 
exist  by  one  of  the  means  mentioned  by  my  Lord,  as  to  general  usage 
throughout  the  kingdom,  of  which  the  court  is  obliged  to  take  notice. 
That  clearly  does  not  exist.  Then  the  question  is,  whether  in  our  books, 
or  on  records,  that  right  is  established  for  which  the  defendant  con- 
tends. The  case  in  Lord  Raymond  is  a  very  loose  and  inaccurate  note. 
Another  authority  cited  is  a  passage  in  Bracton,  and  quoted  by  Callis  : 
that  plainly  appears  to  have  been  taken  from  Justinian,  and  is  only 
part  of  the  civil  law  ;  and  whether  or  not  that  has  been  adopted  by  the 
common  law,  is  to  be  seen  by  looking  into  our  books,  and  there  it  is  not 
to  be  found."  The  present  claim,  to  the  extent  to  which  it  is  necessary 
to  establish  it  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  is  not,  therefore,  as  it 
appears  to  me,  supported  either  by  necessity,  by  general  usage  of  the 
realm,  which  forms  the  common  law,  or  by  special  usage  in  the  partic- 
ular place  ;  nor  is  it  to  be  found  in  our  law  books  ;  nor,  if  it  were,  would 
it  follow  that  it  was  such  a  common  law  right  as  might  not,  by  prescrip- 
tion, at  least,  be  otherwise  appropriated.  That  general  common  law 
rights  are  frequentl}'  so  appropriated,  we  all  know  to  be  the  fact ;  and 
that  this  may  lawfully  be  established,  by  prescription  at  least,  will 
appear  from  authorit}-.  The  public  common  law  rights,  too,  with  re- 
spect to  the  sea,  &c.,  independently  of  usage,  are  rights  upon  the  water, 
not  upon  the  land,  of  passage  and  fishing  on  the  sea,  and  on  the  sea- 
shore, when  covered  with  water ;  and  though,  as  incident  thereto,  the 
public  must  have  the  means  of  getting  to  and  upon  the  water  for  those 
purposes,  yet  it  will  appear  that  it  is  by  and  from  such  places  only  as 
necessity  or  usage  have  appropriated  to  those  purposes,  and  not  a  gen- 
eral right  of  lading,  unlading,  landing,  or  embarking  where  the}-  please 
upon  the  sea-shore,  or  the  land  adjoining  thereto,  except  in  case  of 
peril  or  necessit\T.  In  Carter  v.  Murcott,  4  Burr.  2162,  Yates,  J. 
(speaking  of  a  prescription  for  a  several  fishery,  claimed  in  a  navigable 
river),  says:  "  Such  a  right  may  be  proved.  By  the  law  of  England, 
what  is  otherwise  common  may,  by  prescription,  be  appropriated. 
Grotius  owns  that  navigable  rivers  ma}'  be  appropriated.  The  case  of 
The  Royal  Salmon  Fishery  in  the  River  JSanne,  in  Sir  John  Davis' 
Reports,  is  agreeable  to  this  :  and  it  is  a  very  good  case." 

Many  passages  in  Lord  Hale's  treatises  are  inconsistent  with  the 
existence  of  such  a  general  right  of  bathing,  and  of  a  passage  over  the 
shore  with  carriages,  at  common  law,  as  is  here  claimed,  and  show 
that  whatever  the  general  public  rights  are,  they  are  only  such  as  are 
upon  and  in  the  water,  and  not  upon  the  dry  land,  unless  in  places 
sanctioned  by  usage,  whether  they  be  parts  of  the  shore  or  not ;  at 
least,  that  they  exist  not  upon  the  land,  when  not  covered  with  water, 
where  it  has  become  private  property,  and,  more  especially,  where  it  has 
immemorially  been  private  or  special  property.  I  shall  state  a  few  of 
those  passages.  It  appears  from  Lord  Hale,  that  the  king  may  license 
the  erecting  of  quaj-s,  or  other  buildings,  on  the  sea-coasts,  even  below 
the  low- water  mark,  where  they  are  not  in  fact  annoj'ances  or  nuisances, 
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Hale,  De  Portibus  Marts,  85  ;  so  weirs,  Hale,  22,  De  Jure  Maris.  As 
to  the  making  of  ports,  and  the  threefold  right  therein,  especially  the  right 
of  an  individual  subject,  by  charter  or  prescription,  in  a  port,  and  pre- 
viously in  a  creek  or  haven,  particularly  in  bringing  in  his  own  goods, 
where  he  is  owner  of  the  soil,  Hale,  72,  73.  As  to  the  owner's  right  to 
improve  the  shore,  it  is  laid  down  that  the  king  cannot  grant  a  right  to 
hide  or  unlade  on  the  ripa,  or  bank,  without  the  owner's  consent ;  there 
cannot,  therefore,  be  any  common  law  right  to  lade  or  unlade  on  the 
quay  or  shore,  or  land  adjacent  in  the  port,  Hale,  51,  70.  Evidence  to 
prove  the  shore  parcel  of  a  manor,  &c.,  disproves  the  general  right  of 
all  the  king's  subjects  on  the  shore,  at  least  when  and  where  it  is  not 
covered  with  water.  So,  as  to  having  the  right  of  royal  fish  and  wreck, 
it  is  a  great  presumption  that  the  shore  is  part  of  the  manor,  or  other- 
wise he  could  not  have  them,  Hale,  2G,  27.  Now,  this  would  not  be 
the  case,  if  the  king's  subjects  had  a  prior  general  right  to  come  when 
they  pleased  upon  the  shore.  These  passages  from  Lord  Hale  appear 
to  me  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  general  right  contended  for,  inde- 
pendently of  custom,  for  all  the  king's  subjects  to  come  as  and  when 
they  please  upon  the  shore,  particularly  where  it  has  been  either  from 
time  immemorial,  or  where  it  has  since  become  private  or  special  property, 
especially  where  it  is  not  covered  with  the  tide  or  water.  Lord  Hale 
notices  and  establishes  the  public  right  of  navigating  and  fishing  upon 
and  in  the  water,  and  the  right  of  resort  to  the  ports,  and  of  lading  and 
unlading,  landing  and  embarking  therein,  either  at  the  public  places 
appointed  or  by  usage  established  for  those  purposes,  or  with  consent, 
upon  the  land,  either  of  the  king  or  of  individuals,  but  no  further. 
This  right  of  bathing,  and  of  a  carriage  way,  as  incident  thereto,  is  no- 
where noticed  ;  and  it  does  not,  I  think,  exist  by  the  common  law  upon 
the  locus  in  quo,  the  private  property  of  the  plaintiff,  unsupported  as 
it  is  by  usage  and  custom.  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion,  in  this  case, 
that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

BAYLEY,  J.  The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  there  is  a  common 
law  right  for  all  the  king's  subjects  to  bathe  upon  the  sea-shore,  and  to 
pass  over  it  for  that  purpose,  upon  foot,  and  with  horses  and  carriages, 
notwithstanding  the  part  on  which  the  right  is  claimed,  is,  as  to  its 
soil,  vested  in  a  particular  individual,  and  although  that  individual  has 
an  exclusive  right  of  fishing  in  that  place  with  stake-nets,  and  of  driving 
these  stakes  into  the  soil,  that  they  may  support  the  nets.  And  I  am 
of  opinion,  that  there  is  no  such  common  law  right.  By  the  sea-shore, 
I  understand  the  space  between  the  ordinary  high  and  low  water  mark, 
and  the  property  in  this  is,  prima  facie,  in  the  king.  It  maj-,  indeed, 
b\"  grant  or  prescription  belong  to  a  subject ;  but  until  the  contrary  is 
shown,  the  presumption  is,  that  it  belongs  to  the  king.  Man}1  of  the 
king's  rights  are,  to  a  certain  extent,  for  the  benefit  of  his  subjects ; 
and  that  is  the  case  as  to  the  sea,  in  which  all  his  subjects  have  the 
right  of  navigation,  and  of  fishing ;  and  it  is  so  in  highways,  along  which 
all  his  subjects  have  the  right  of  passage,  and  the  king  can  make  no 
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modern  grants  in  derogation  of  those  rights.  I  have  mentioned  the 
rights  of  navigation  and  of  fishing,  because  I  can  find  no  trace  of  such 
a  right  as  that  now  claimed  recognized  in  any  of  our  books.  It  is  ma- 
terial to  distinguish  between  the  different  descriptions  of  rights  ;  and  the 
public  ma}-  have  a  right  of  navigation,  which  is  for  the  general  benefit  of 
all  the  kingdom  ;  and  a  right  of  fishing,  which  tends  to  the  sustenance 
and  beneficial  employment  of  individuals  ;  but  it  does  not  thence  follow 
that  they  have  also  the  right  of  bathing.  The  existence  or  the  extent 
of  the  subject's  right  is  to  be  collected  in  this,  as  in  other  instances, 
from  the  manner  in  which  the  sea-shores  throughout  the  kingdom  have 
from  time  immemorial  been  used,  and  from  legal  authorities  upon  the 
subject.  The  right,  as  claimed,  is  not  confined  to  any  particular  place, 
if  it  exists  at  all,  but  it  must  exist  upon  every  part  of  the  sea-shore. 
Every  private  building,  then,  erected  upon  the  sea-shore,  and  even 
wharfs  and  quays,  would  be  an  obstruction  to  that  right,  and,  of  conse- 
quence, abatable  or  indictable.  And  yet,  in  how  many  instances  are 
such  buildings,  wharfs,  and  quays  erected?  Every  embankment  by 
which  land  is  redeemed  from  the  sea  would  obstruct  the  exercise  of  this 
right,  and  be  a  nuisance,  and  so  would  the  erection  of  stakes  for  hold- 
ing nets ;  and  yet,  how  frequently  are  such  embankments  made,  and 
such  stakes  set  up?  A  distinction  has,  indeed,  been  contended  for 
between  wharfs  and  quays,  and  other  erections  for  public  benefit,  and 
for  the  interests  of  trade  and  commerce,  and  erections  for  private  pur- 
poses ;  but  in  how  many  instances  are  there  buildings  for  private  pur- 
poses on  the  sea-shore  ?  Where  an  erection  is  made  on  the  sea-shore 
without  authority,  the  Crown  may  treat  it  as  a  purpresture,  and  prose- 
cute it  according!}- ;  but  it  has  never  yet  been  held  abatable  or  indict- 
able, because  it  happens  to  interfere  with  a  supposed  common  law  right 
of  bathing.  Indeed,  this  is  the  first  time,  as  far  as  I  can  learn,  that 
such  a  right  was  ever  stated  upon  any  pleadings,  or  contended  for  in 
any  court  'of  law  ;  and  the  inconveniences  which  would  result  from  such 
a  right  afford  to  my  mind  a  strong  argument  against  its  existence.  In 
sea-bathing,  as  it  now  prevails,  particular  regulations  are  desirable ; 
the  restriction  of  particular  machines  to  particular  spots ;  a  separation 
of  those  which  are  for  men  from  those  which  are  for  females  ;  and  the 
prevention  of  contests  as  to  particular  situations.  Bathers  who  do  not 
use  machines  should  be  in  places  of  greater  privacy,  and  at  a  distance 
from  those  parts  which  are  generally  used  for  the  recreation  of  walking ; 
and  yet  the  existence  of  this  common  law  right  would  be  a  great  ob- 
struction to  anj-  such  regulations.  Indeed,  if  an  individual  had  the 
grant  of  the  sea-shore  from  the  Crown,  and  were  using  it  for  recreation 
or  bathing,  he  or  his  family  might  be  interrupted  and  deprived  of  all 
privacy  by  the  exercise  of  this  common  law  right.  Let  it  be  observed, 
too,  that  the  whole  shore  cannot  be  necessary  for  the  exercise  of  this 
supposed  right,  and  that  it  may  be  desirable  to  apply  parts  of  the  sea- 
shore to  other  purposes.  The  king,  for  the  public  welfare,  may  suffer 
such  a  right  to  be  exercised  in  those  parts  of  the  shore  which  remain  in 
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his  hands  to  any  extent  which  the  convenience  of  the  public  may  re- 
quire ;  but  may  he  not  also  allow  other  rights  to  be  exercised  on  other 
parts?  If  the  soil  is  vested  in  an  individual,  is  he  to  be  deprived  of 
the  right  of  saying  how  that  soil  shall  be  used,  and  of  the  privilege  of 
making  an}'  regulations  he  may  think  fit?  In  those  places  in  which 
convenience  has  required  the  right,  and  it  has  continued  from  the  time 
of  legal  memoiy,  there  will  be  a  right  by  custom ;  and,  where  that  is 
not  the  case,  the  Crown,  or  its  grantees,  are  not  likely  to  withhold  it, 
upon  proper  terms,  and  under  proper  regulations.  The  case  of  Bagott 
v.  Orr,  2  Bos.  &  Pul.  472,  seems  to  me  to  conclude  nothing  on  the 
right  in  question.  The  defendant  there  justified  trespassing  on  the 
rocks  and  sands  lying  within  the  flowing  and  reflowing  of  the  tide,  on 
the  ground  that  every  subject  of  the  realm  had  the  libert}'  and  privilege 
of  getting  and  taking  away  shell-fish  and  shells  which  had  been  left 
there  by  the  tide.  The  general  right  of  the  public  to  take  fish  of  the 
sea  was  admitted  in  argument ;  but  the  right  to  take  shells  cast  on  the 
shore  was  denied ;  and  it  was  insisted,  besides,  that  the  general  right 
was  excluded  where  the  shore  was  parcel  of  a  manor.  The  court 
thought  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  replied  specially  to  have  raised 
the  question  as  to  excluding  the  general  right ;  but  they  thought  the 
claim  as  to  the  shells  so  questionable,  that  they  offered  the  defendant 
leave  to  amend,  by  confining  his  claim  to  the  sea-fish,  and  that  offer 
the  defendant  accepted.  The  claim,  therefore,  in  that  case,  was  very 
different  from  the  present ;  it  was  a  claim  for  something  serving  to  the 
sustenance  of  man,  not  a  matter  of  recreation  only,  — a  claim  to  take, 
when  left  by  the  water,  what  even*  subject  had  an  undoubted  right  to 
have  taken  whilst  they  remained  in  the  water ;  and  upon  that  claim 
there  was  no  regular  judgment.  But  it  would  by  no  means  follow 
because  all  the  king's  subjects  have  a  right  to  pick  up  fish  on  the  shore, 
that  they  have,  therefore,  a  right  to  pass  over  the  sea-shore  for  the  pur- 
pose of  bathing.  The  passages  cited  from  Lord  Kale's  treatise,  De 
Jure  Maris,  pages  22  and  36,  in  which  it  is  laid  down,  "  that  the  jus 
prioatum  that  is  acquired  to  the  subject,  either  by  patent  or  prescription, 
must  not  prejudice  the  jus  publicum,  wherewith  public  rivers  or  arms 
of  the  sea  are  affected  for  public  use,"  leave  the  question  untouched; 
because  the  question  in  this  case  is,  what  the  jus  publicum  is :  and  that 
they  do  not  define.  Had  Lord  Hale  stated,  as  part  of  the  jus  publi- 
cum, that  the  public  might  use  the  shore  as  they  thought  fit ;  that  they 
might  use  it  as  a  public  highway,  or  for  the  purpose  of  bathing  —  then 
those  passages  would  have  been  authorities  applicable  to  this  case. 
But  Lord  Hale,  in  fact,  only  states  that  the  jus  publicum  continues  to 
exist,  without  defining  what  it  is.  Bracton,  in  1.  1,  c.  12  §  6,  does 
state  what  the  jus  publicum  is  ;  and  if  that  passage  be  good  law,  it  is  a 
strong  authority  in  favor  of  the  defendant.  The  passage  is  as  follows : 
"  Publica  vero  sunt  omnia  flumina  et  portus.  Ideoque  jus  piscandi 
omnibus  commune  est  in  portu  et  in  fluminibus."  Now,  he  does  not 
even  say  navigable  rivers ;  but  I  will  assume  that  by  fluminibus  is 
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meant  navigable  rivers,  and  so  far  as  I  have  cited  the  passage,  I  con- 
cur in  what  is  there  laid  down  ;  but  he  goes  en  :  "  Riparum  etiam  usus 
publicus  est  jure  gentium  sicut  ipsius  fluminis."  That  is,  that  the  pub- 
lic have  the  same  right  to  use  the  banks  of  the  river  that  the}-  have  to 
use  the  river  itself,  and  that,  because  the  water  is  common  to  all  man- 
kind, the  ripa  is  also  common  to  all  mankind.  The  passage  then  goes 
on  :  "  Itaque  naves  ad  eas  applicare,  tunes  arboribus  ibi  natis  religare, 
onus  aliquod  in  iis  reponere.  cuivis  liberurn  est,  sicut  per  ipsum  flu- 
vium  navigare."  The  word  ripa  here  applies  to  rivers  and  ports,  and 
probably,  also,  to  the  land  above  the  high-water  mark  ;  and,  if  it  do,  is 
this  the  law  of  England ;  have  all  persons  a  right  to  fasten  a  ship  to 
the  banks  of  a  river,  or  have  they  a  right  to  tie  ropes  to  the  trees,  or 
to  land  goods  on  the  banks  of  every  navigable  river?  The  case  of  Ball 
v.  Herbert,  3  Term  Rep.  262,  is  not  a  distinct  authority  upon  this 
point,  inasmuch  as  in  that  case,  the  right  of  towing  was  claimed.  But 
the  general  question  as  to  the  right  of  the  public  on  the  ripa  of  a  navi- 
gable river  was  discussed,  and  the  court  appear  to  have  been  of  opin- 
ion that  the  ripa  of  a  navigable  river  was  not  publici  juris,  and  they 
therefore  virtually  overruled  the  authority  of  Bracton.  Lord  Hale,  in  his 
treatise,  De  Portibus  Maris,  page  84,  after  citing  this  passage,  says : 
"  As  touching  ports,  and  the  public  right  of  them,  Bracton  saith  true  ; 
with  this  alia}-,  that  hath  been  before  observed,  that  the  law  of  England 
doth  thus  far  abridge  that  common  liberty  of  ports,  that  no  port  can  be 
erected  without  the  license  or  charter  of  the  king,  or  that  which  presumes 
and  supplies  it,  viz.,  custom  and  prescription."  But  in  another  passage, 
page  73,  Lord  Hale  says:  "  Though  A.  may  have  the  propriety  of  a 
creek  or  harbor,  or  navigable  river,  yet  the  king  may  grant  there  the 
liberty  of  a  port  to  B.,  and  so  the  interest  of  propriety,  and  the  interest 
of  franchise  several  and  divided.  And  in  this,  no  injury  is  at  all  done 
to  A.,  for  he  hath  what  he  had  before,  viz.,  the  interest  of  the  soil,  and 
consequently  the  improvement  of  the  shore,  and  the  liberty  of  fishing ; 
and  as  the  creek  was  free  for  any  one  to  pass  in  it  against  all  but  the 
king  (for  it  was  publici  juris  as  to  that  matter  before),  so  now  the  king 
takes  off  that  restraint,  and  by  his  license  and  charter  makes  it  free 
for  all  to  come  and  unlade.  But  if  A.  hath  the  ripa  or  bank  of  the 
port,  the  king  may  not  grant  a  liberty  to  unlade  upon  that  bank  or  ripa 
without  his  consent,  unless  custom  had  made  the  liberty  thereof  free  to 
all,  as  in  many  places  it  is ;  for  that  would  be  a  prejudice  to  the  pri- 
vate interest  of  A.,  which  may  not  be  taken  from  him  without  such  con- 
sent." There  may  perhaps  be  a  distinction  between  the  ripa  of  the 
river  where  the  soil  has  been  long  private  property,  and  that  space 
between  the  high  and  low  water  mark,  where  the  sea  ebbs  and  flows ; 
but  if  there  be  such  a  distinction,  what  becomes  of  the  authority  of 
Bracton,  where  he  says,  "  Riparum  etiam  usus  publicus,  est  jure  gen- 
tium sicut  ipsius  fluminis."  No  man  can  travel  through  this  kingdom 
along  the  banks  of  rivers,  without  seeing  that  private  rights,  exclusive 
of  public  rights,  exist  there,  and  every  one  of  those  rights  is  at  variance 
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with  the  doctrine  of  Bracton,  and  with  the  supposed,  common  law  right 
now  claimed.  The  practice  of  bathing  may  contribute  to  health,  but 
it  ought  to  be  confined  within  reasonable  limits,  and  it  is  by  no  means 
necessary  that  the  right  should  be  coextensive  with  the  whole  shore  of 
the  sea,  or  that  it  should  extend  to  places  where  the  right  of  fishing 
with  stake-nets  exists.  In  the  absence  of  any  authority  to  show  that 
such  right  exists,  and  thinking  that  the  authorities  cited  do  not  estab- 
lish it,  and  that  it  would  be  attended  with  great  inconvenience  to  the 
public  if  a  general  right,  free  from  all  regulation  by  the  owner  of  the 
soil,  was  to  be  exercised  throughout  the  whole  of  the  kingdom,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  no  such  right  exists,  and,  consequently,  that  there  ought 
to  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

ABBOTT,  C.  J.  I  have  considered  this  case  with  very  great  attention, 
from  the  respect  I  entertain  on  this  and  all  other  occasions  for  the 
opinion  of  my  learned  Brother  Best,  though  I  had  no  doubt  upon  the 
question  when  it  was  first  presented  to  me ;  nor  did  the  defendant's 
counsel  raise  any  doubt  in  my  mind  by  his  learned  and  ingenious  argu- 
ment. This  is  an  action  of  trespass,  brought  against  the  defendant  for 
passing  with  carriages  from  some  place  above  high-water  mark  across 
that  part  of  the  shore  which  lies  between  the  high  and  low  water  mark, 
for  the  conveyance  of  persons  to  and  from  the  water  for  the  purpose  of 
bathing.  The  plaintiff  is  the  undoubted  owner  of  the  soil  of  this  part 
of  the  shore,  and  has  the  exclusive  right  of  fishing  thereon  with  stake- 
nets.  The  defendant  does  not  rely  upon  any  special  custom  or  pre- 
scription for  his  justification,  but  insists  on  a  common  law  right  for  all 
the  king's  subjects  to  bathe  on  the  sea-shore,  and  to  pass  over  it  for  that 
purpose  on  foot,  and  with  horses  and  carriages  ;  and  this  right  is  the 
only  matter  which,  b}'  the  terms  of  the  special  case,  is  submitted  to  the 
opinion  of  the  court.  Now,  if  such  a  common  law  right  existed,  there 
would  probably  be  some  mention  of  it  in  our  books ;  but  none  is  found 
in  an}*  book,  ancient  or  modern.  If  the  right  exist  now,  it  must  have 
existed  at  all  times ;  but  we  know  that  sea-bathing  was,  until  a  time 
comparatively  modern,  a  matter  of  no  frequent  occurrence,  and  that 
the  carriages,  by  which  the  practice  has  been  facilitated  and  extended, 
are  of  comparatively  modern  invention. 

There  being  no  authoritj*  in  favor  of  the  affirmative  of  the  question, 
in  the  terms  in  which  it  is  proposed,  it  has  been  placed  in  argument  at 
the  bar  on  a  broader  ground  ;  and  as  the  waters  of  the  sea  are  open  to 
the  use  of  all  persons  for  all  lawful  purposes,  it  has  been  contended,  as 
a  general  proposition,  that  there  must  be  an  equally  universal  right  of 
access  to  them,  for  all  such  purposes,  over  land  like  the  present.  If 
this  could  be  established,  the  defendant  must  undoubtedly  prevail ; 
because  bathing  in  the  waters  of  the  sea  is,  generally  speaking,  a  law- 
ful purpose.  But,  in  my  opinion,  there  is  no  sufficient  ground,  either 
in  authority  or  in  reason,  to  support  this  general  proposition. 

Commerce  is  a  matter  greatly  favored  in  our  law,  by  reason  of  the 
public  and  national  benefits  derived  from  it ;  but,  even  as  to  this 
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favored  matter,  I  have  found  no  authority  in  the  law  of  England  in  sup- 
port of  such  a  proposition.  Bracton,  in  the  passage  so  often  referred 
to,  speaks  not  of  the  waters  of  the  sea  generally,  but  of  ports  and 
navigable  rivers.  It  may  be  admitted  that  whatever  is  true  of  naviga- 
ble rivers  and  their  banks,  ma}*  be  true  of  the  sea  and  of  its  shore. 
But  the  case  of  Sail  v.  Herbert,  3  T.  R.  261,  shows  that  the  doctrine 
of  Bracton,  as  to  the  banks  of  navigable  rivers,  however  warranted  b}* 
the  civil  law,  is  not  conformable  to  the  law  of  England.  "  And  as 
touching  ports,  and  the  public  right  to  them,"  says  Lord  Hale,  page  84, 
"  Bracton  saith  true  ;  but,  with  this  allay,  that  the  law  of  England 
doth  thus  far  abridge  that  common  libert}'  of  ports  that  no  port  can  be 
erected  without  the  license  or  charter  of  the  king,  or  that  which  pre- 
sumes and  supposes  it,  viz.,  custom  and  prescription."  So  that  even 
the  privilege  to  be  derived  from  ports  cannot  be  in  its  nature  universal. 
And  as  to  ports,  Lord  Hale,  ch.  6,  p.  73,  distinguishes  between  the 
interest  of  property  and  the  interest  of  franchise,  and  says  that  "  if  A. 
hath  the  ripa  or  bank  of  the  port,  the  king  cannot  grant  liberty*  to  un- 
lade on  the  bank  or  ripa  without  his  consent,  unless  custom  hath  made 
the  liberty  thereof  free  to  all,  as  in  many  places  it  is."  Now,  such 
consent  as  applied  to  the  natural  state  of  the  ripa  or  bank  would  be 
•wholly  unnecessary,  if  ever}-  man  had  a  right  to  land  his  goods  on 
every  part  of  the  shore  at  his  pleasure.  And  if  there  be  no  general 
right  to  unlade  merchandise  on  the  shore,  there  can  be  no  right  to 
traverse  the  shore  with  carriages  or  otherwise  for  the  purpose  of  unlad- 
ing ;  and,  consequently,  the  general  proposition  to  which  I  have  alluded 
cannot  be  maintained  as  a  legitimate  conclusion  from  the  general  right 
to  navigate  the  water.  I  have  spoken  of  merchandise,  and  not  of  fish ; 
from  the  latter  I  studiously  abstain,  because  no  question  of  that  kind  is 
before  the  court,  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  say  anything  upon  it.  It 
will  be  remembered,  also,  that  I  speak  only  of  the  general  right,  which 
is  a  matter  perfectly  distinct  from  those  cases  of  necessity  that  often 
arise  out  of  the  perils  of  navigation.  Having  thus  shown  that  the  gen- 
eral proposition  cannot,  in  my  opinion,  be  maintained,  I  return  to  the 
particular  right  or  privilege  claimed  in  the  present  case. 

One  of  the  topics  urged  at  the  bar  in  favor  of  this  supposed  right  was 
that  of  public  convenience.  Public  convenience,  however,  is,  in  all 
cases,  to  be  viewed  with  a  due  regard  to  private  property,  the  protec- 
tion whereof  is  one  of  the  distinguishing  characteristics  of  the  law  of 
England.  It  is  true  that  property  of  the  description  of  the  present  is, 
in  general,  of  little  value  to  its  owner ;  but  I  do  not  know  how  that 
little  is  to  be  protected,  and  much  less  how  it  is  ever  to  be  increased,  if 
such  a  general  right  be  established.  If  there  be  a  general  right  of  pas- 
sage across  land  of  this  description  in  the  nature  of  a  highway,  by  what 
law  are  stake-nets,  or  other  implements  of  fishing,  to  be  placed  there, 
or  sand  or  stones  to  be  taken  awa}*,  whereby  the  exercise  of  the  right 
which,  as  claimed,  will,  in  its  universality,  extend  itself  over  every  part 
of  the  surface,  may  be  obstructed,  or  rendered  less  convenient?  By 
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what  la\v  can  any  wharf  or  quay  be  made?  These,  in  order  to  be  use- 
ful, must  be  below  the  high-water  mark,  that  vessels  or  boats  mpy  float 
to  them  when  the  tide  is  in  ;  but  when  the  tide  is  out,  no  carnage  can 
pass  them.  In  some  parts  of  the  coast,  where  the  ground  is  nearly- 
level,  the  tide  ebbs  to  a  great  distance,  and  leaves  dry  very  consider- 
able tracts  of  land.  In  such  situations  thousands  of  acres  have,  at 
different  times,  been  gained  from  the  sea  and  its  arms  by  embankments, 
and  converted  to  pasture  or  tillage.  But  how  could  such  improvements 
have  been  made,  or  how  can  they  be  made  hereafter,  without  the 
destruction  or  infringement  of  this  supposed  right?  And  it  is  to  be 
observed  that  wharfs,  quays,  and  embankments,  and  intakes  from  the 
sea,  are  matters  of  public  as  well  as  private  benefit. 

Another  topic  relied  upon  by  the  defendant  was  usage  and  practice. 
The  practice  of  modern  times  can  be  considered,  at  the  utmost,  in  the 
nature  only  of  evidence,  more  or  less  cogent  according  to  its  extent  and 
uniformity.  I  am  not  aware  of  any  practice,  in  this  matter,  sufficiently 
extensive  or  uniform  to  be  the  foundation  of  a  judicial  decision.  It 
was  said  at  the  bar  that  in  some  places  a  compensation  is  made  to  the 
owner  of  the  shore ;  but  I  do  not  rely  on  this  assertion  as  a  ground  of 
judgment.  In  many  places,  doubtless,  nothing  is  paid.  In  some  parts, 
the  king  is  the  owner  of  the  shore ;  and  it  is  not  probable  that  any 
obstruction  would  be  interposed  on  his  behalf  to  such  a  practice.  Of 
private  owners,  some  may  not  have  thought  it  worth  while  to  advance 
an}7  claim  or  opposition  ;  others  may  have  had  too  much  discretion  to 
put  their  title  to  the  soil  to  the  hazard  of  a  trial  by  an  unpopular  claim 
to  a  matter  of  little  value  ;  others,  and  probably  the  greater  part,  may 
have  derived  or  expected  so  much  benefit  from  the  increased  value 
given  to  their  own  land  above  by  the  erection  of  houses  and  the  resort 
of  company,  that  their  own  interest  may  have  induced  them  to  ac- 
quiesce in,  and  even  to  encourage  the  practice,  as  a  matter  indirectly 
profitable  to  themselves.  But,  further,  the  practice,  as  far  at  least  as 
I  am  acquainted  with  it,  differs  in  degree  only,  and  not  in  kind  or 
quality,  from  that  which  prevails  as  to  some  inland  wastes  and  com- 
mons ;  and  even  the  difference  in  degree  is,  in  some  instances,  not  very 
great.  Man}'  of  those  persons  who  reside  in  the  vicinity  of  wastes  and 
commons,  walk  or  ride  on  horseback,  in  all  directions,  over  them,  for 
their  health  and  recreation ;  and  sometimes,  even  in  carriages,  deviate 
from  the  public  paths  into  those  parts  which  may  be  so  traversed  with 
safety.  In  the  neighborhood  of  some  frequented  watering-places,  this 
practice  prevails  to  a  very  great  degree ;  yet  no  one  ever  thought  that 
any  right  existed  in  favor  of  this  enjoyment,  or  that  an}'  justification 
could  be  pleaded  to  an  action  at  the  suit  of  the  owner  of  the  soil. 

The  only  remaining  topic  adduced  for  the  defendant  was,  that  the 
right  may  be  considered  as  confined  to  those  instances  only  wherein  it 
can  be  exercised  without  actual  prejudice  to  the  owner  of  the  shore,  and 
subject  to  all  modes  of  present  use,  or  future  improvement,  on  his  part ; 
but  no  instance  of  any  public  right,  so  limited  and  qualified,  has  been 
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found.  Ever}'  public  right  to  be  exercised  over  the  land  of  an  indi- 
vidual is,  pro  tanto,  a  diminution  of  his  private  rights  and  enjoyments, 
both  present  and  future,  so  far  as  the}'  may  at  any  time  interfere  with 
or  obstruct  the  public  right. 

But  shall  the  owner  of  the  soil  be  allowed  to  bring  an  action  against 
an}'  person  who  may  drive  his  carriage  along  these  parts  of  the  sea- 
shore, whereby  not  the  smallest  injuiy  is  done  to  the  owner?  The  law 
has  provided  suitable  checks  to  frivolous  and  vexatious  suits ;  and,  in 
general,  experience  shows  that  the  owners  of  the  shore  do  not  trouble 
themselves  or  others  for  such  matters.  But  where  one  man  endeavors 
to  make  his  own  special  profit  by  conveying  persons  over  the  soil  of 
another,  and  claims  a  public  right  to  do  so,  as  in  the  present  case,  it 
does  not  seem  to  me  that  he  has  any  just  reason  to  complain  if  the 
owner  of  the  soil  shall  insist  upon  participating  in  the  profit,  and 
endeavor  to  maintain  his  own  private  right,  and  preserve  the  evidence 
thereof.  For  these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  not  any  such 
common  law  right  as  the  defendant  has  claimed. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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CHANCERY.     1854. 
[Reported  4  De  G.  M.  &  G.  206.] 

INFORMATION  by  the  Attorney-General  against  the  owner  of  land  on 
the  sea-shore,  for  working  mines  below  the  shore.  The  question  in- 
volved was  what  was  the  limit  between  the  shore  and  the  upland.  The 
case  was  heard,  on  June  6th,  by  LORD  CRANWORTH,  C.,  assisted  by 
BARON  ALDERSON  and  MR.  JUSTICE  MAULE.* 

The  Solicitor- General,  Mr.  James,  and  Mr.  JTansen,  for  the  Crown. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  Mr.  Goldsmid,  and  Mr.  Mellish,  for  the  land- 
owner. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Dickinson,  appeared  for  the  lessees  of  the 
owner. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  argument  the  learned  judges  desired  time  to 
consider  the  question  which  had  been  submitted  to  them  ;  and  on  the 
8th  July,  1854,  MR.  BARON  ALDERSON,  on  behalf  of  MR.  JUSTICE 
MAULE  and  himself,  delivered  the  following  joint  opinion  :  — 

M}'  Lord  Chancellor, — In  this  case,  on  which  your  Lordship  has 
requested  the  assistance  of  my  Brother  Maule  and  myself,  I  am  now  to 
deliver  our  joint  opinion  on  the  only  question  argued  befoi'e  us.  That 
question,  as  I  understand  it,  is  this :  "What,  in  the  absence  of  all  evi- 
dence of  particular  usage,  is  the  limit  of  the  title  of  the  Crown  to  the 

1  This  statement  is  substituted  for  that  in  the  report. 
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sou-shore?  The  Crown  is  clearly  in  such  a  case,  according  to  all  the 
authorities,  entitled  to  the  littus  maris  as  well  as  to  the  soil  of  the  sea 
itself  adjoining  the  coasts  of  England.  What,  then,  according  to  the 
authorities  in  our  law,  is  the  extent  of  this  littus  maris? 

This,  in  the  absence  of  an}-  grant,  or  usage  from  which  a  grant  may 
be  presumed,  is  according  to  the  civil  law  defined  as  the  part  of  the 
shore  bounded  by  the  extreme  limit  to  which  the  highest  natural  tides 
extend,  "Quatenus  hybernus  fluctus  maximus  excurrit ; "  i.e.,  the 
highest  natural  tide ;  for  according  to  Lord  Stair's  exposition,  the 
definition  does  not  include  the  highest  actual  tides,  for  these  ma}-  be 
produced  by  peculiarities  of  wind  or  other  temporary  or  accidental  cir- 
cumstances, concurring  with  the  flow-produced  by  the  action  of  the  sun 
and  moon  upon  the  ocean. 

But  this  definition  (even  thus  expounded  by  the  authorities)  of  the 
civil  law  is  clearly  not  the  rule  of  the  common  law  of  England. 

Mr.  Justice  Holroyd,  no  mean  authority,  in  his  very  elaborate  judg- 
ment in  the  case  of  Blundell  v.  Catterall,  5  B.  &  A.  208  ;  see  page  290, 
mentions  this  as  one  of  the  instances  in  which  the  common  law  differs 
from  the  civil  law,  and  says  that  it  is  clear  that  according  to  our  law 
it  is  not  the  limit  of  the  highest  tides  of  the  year,  but  the  limit  reached 
by  the  highest  ordinary  tides  of  the  sea,  which  is  the  limit  of  the  shore 
belonging prima  facie  to  the  Crown.  What,  then,  are  these  "  highest 
ordinary  tides"?  Now  we  know  that  in  fact  the  tides  of  each  day,  nay, 
even  each  of  the  tides  of  each  day,  differ  in  some  degree  as  to  the  limit 
which  they  reach.  There  are  the  spring-tides  at  the  equinox,  the  high- 
est of  all.  These  clearly  are  excluded  in  terms  by  Lord  Hale,  both  in 
page  12  and  in  page  26  of  his  treatise  De  Jure  Maris.  For  though  in  one 
sense  these  are  ordinary,  i.  e.  according  to  the  usual  order  of  nature, 
and  not  caused  by  accidents  of  the  winds  and  the  like,  yet  they  do  not 
ordinarily  happen  but  only  at  two  periods  of  the  year.  These,  then, 
are  not  the  tides  contemplated  by  the  common  law,  for  they  are  not 
"ordinary  tides,"  not  being  "of  common  occurrence."  This  may  per- 
haps apply  to  the  spring-tides  of  each  month,  exclusive  of  the  equinoc- 
tial tides ;  and  indeed,  if  the  case  were  without  distinct  authority  on 
this  point,  that  is  the  conclusion  at  which  we  might  have  arrived.  But 
then  we  have  Lord  Bale's  authority,  page  26,  De  Jure  Maris,  who  says, 
"Ordinary  tides,  or  neap-tides  which  happen  between  the  full  and 
change  of  the  moon,"  are  the  limit  of  "that  which  is  properly  called 
littus  maris  ;  "  and  he  excludes  the  spring-tides  of  the  month,  assign- 
ing as  the  reason  that  the  "  lands  covered  with  these  fluxes  are 
for  the  most  part  of  the  year  dry  and  maniorable  ;  "  i.  e.,  not  reached  by 
the  tides.  And  to  the  same  effect  is  the  case  of  Lowe  v.  G-ovett,  3  B. 
&  Ad.  863,  which  excludes  these  monthly  spring-tides  also. 

But  we  think  that  Lord  Hale's  reason  may  guide  us  to  the  proper 
limit.  What  are  then  the  lands  which  for  the  most  part  of  the  year  are 
reached  aud  covered  by  the  tides?  The  same  reason  that  excludes  the 
highest  tides  of  the  month  (which  happen  at  the  springs)  excludes  the 
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lowest  high  tides  (which  happen  at  the  neaps),  for  the  highest  or  spring 
tides  and  the  lowest  high  tides  (those  at  the  neaps)  happen  as  often  as 
each  other.  The  medium  tides,  therefore,  of  each  quarter  of  the  tidal 
period  afford  a  criterion  which  we  think  ma}-  be  best  adopted.  It  is 
true  of  the  limit  of  the  shore  reached  by  these  tides  that  it  is  more  fre- 
quently reached  and  covered  by  the  tide  than  left  uncovered  by  it.  For 
about  three  days  it  is  exceeded,  and  for  about  three  days  it  is  left  short, 
and  on  one  da}r  it  is  reached.  This  point  of  the  shore,  therefore,  is 
about  four  days  in  every  week,  i.  e.,  for  the  most  part  of  the  }Tear, 
reached  and  covered  by  the  tides.  And  as  some  not  indeed  perfectly 
accurate  construction,  but  approximate,  must  be  given  to  the  words 
"  highest  ordinary  tides  "  used  by  Mr.  Justice  Holroyd,  we  think,  after 
fully  considering  it,  that  this  best  fulfils  the  rules  and  the  reasons  for  it 
given  in  our  books. 

We  therefore  beg  to  advise  your  Lordship  that,  in  our  opinion,  the 
average  of  these  medium  tides  in  each  quarter  of  a  lunar  revolution 
during  the  year  gives  the  limit,  in  the  absence  of  all  usage,  to  the  rights 
of  the  Crown  on  the  sea-shore. 

THE  LORD  CHANCELLOR.  The  question  for  decision  is,  What  is  the 
extent  of  the  right  of  the  Crown  to  the  sea-shore  ?  Its  right  to  the 
littus  marls  is  not  disputed.  But  what  is  the  littus?  Is  it  so  much  as 
is  covered  by  ordinary  spring-tides,  or  is  it  something  less? 

The  rule  of  the  civil  law  was,  "  Est  autem  littus  maris  quatenus  hy- 
bernus  fluctus  maxim  us  excurrit."  This  is  certainly  not  the  doctrine  of 
our  law.  All  the  authorities  concur  in  the  conclusion  that  the  right  is 
confined  to  what  is  covered  by  "  ordinary  "  tides,  whatever  be  the  right 
interpretation  of  that  word.  B}-  "  hybernus  fluctus  maximus  "  is  clearly 
meant  extraordinary  high  tides,  though,  speaking  with  physical  accu- 
racy, the  winter  tide  is  not  in  general  the  highest. 

Land  covered  only  by  these  extraordinary  tides  is  not  what  is  meant 
by  the  sea-shore  ;  such  tides  may  be  the  result  of  wind,  or  other  causes 
independent  of  what  ordinarily  regulates  flux  and  reflux.  Setting  aside 
these  accidental  tides,  the  question  is,  What  is  the  meaning  of  "ordi- 
nary "  ?  It  is  evidently  a  word  of  doubtful  import.  In  one  sense,  the 
highest  equinoctial  spring-tides  are  "  ordinary  ;  "  i.  e.,  they  occur  in  the 
natural  order  of  things.  But  this  is  evidently  not  the  sense  in  which 
the  word  "ordinary"  is  used  when  designating  the  extent  of  the 
Crown's  right  to  the  shore.  Treatise  De  Jure  Maris,  pages  12,  25. 

Disregarding,  then,  extreme  tides,  we  next  come  to  the  ordinary 
spring-tides,  i.  e.,  the  spring-tides  of  each  lunar  month.  No  doubt, 
speaking  scientifically,  they  probably  all  differ;  but  practically  this 
may  be  disregarded.  Lord  Hale  gives  no  absolutely  decided  opinion  ; 
but  he  evidently  leans  very  strongly  against  the  right  to  the  land  cov- 
ered only  by  spring-tides  (treatise  De  Jure  Maris,  page  26),  and  refers 
to  decisions  which  support  his  views.  Then  he  describes  ordinary 
tides  as  if  S3rnon3'mous  with  neap-tides. 

This  leaves  the  question  very  much  at  large,  and  there  is  very  little 
VOL.  ii.  —  35 
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of  modern  authority.  In  Blundell  v.  Catterall,  o  B.  &  A.  268,  Mr. 
Justice  Holroyd  says,  by  the  common  law,  it,  «'.  e.,  the  shore,  is  confined 
to  the  flux  and  reflux  of  the  sea  at  ordinary  tides,  meaning  the  land 
covered  by  such  flux  and  reflux. 

Still  the  question  remains,  What  are  ordinary  tides?  The  nearest 
approach  to  direct  authority  is  Lowe  v.  Govett.  There  certain  recesses 
on  the  coast,  covered  by  the  high  water  of  ordinary  spring-tides,  but 
not  by  the  medium  tides  between  spring  and  neap  tides,  were  held  not 
to  pass  under  an  Act  vesting  in  a  company  an  arm  of  the  sea  daily 
overflowed  by  it.  Lord  Tenterden  held  that  these  recesses  were  not 
ordinarily  overflowed  b}'  the  sea,  —  which  shows  clearly  that  he  did  not 
consider  the  overflowing  by  ordinary  spring-tides  to  be  what  is  meant 
b}'  ordinaril}-  overflowing ;  and  both  Mr.  Justice  Littledale  and  Mr. 
Justice  (now  Baron)  Parke  concur  in  saj'ing  that  the  recesses  in  ques- 
tion were  above  ordinaiy  high-water  mark,  —  clearly  showing  their 
opinion  to  be  that  what  is  meant  b}-  ordinary  high-water  mark  is  not 
so  high  as  the  limit  of  high  water  at  ordinary  spring-tides. 

There  is,  in  truth,  no  further  authorit}*  to  guide  us  ;  for  the  question 
did  not  arise  in  either  of  the  cases  of  Attorney-  General  v.  Burridge, 
10  Price,  350,  or  Attorney- General  v.  Parmeter,  10  Price,  378,  as  to 
the  buildings  at  Portsmouth. 

In  this  state  of  things,  we  can  only  look  to  the  principle  of  the  rule 
which  gives  the  shore  to  the  Crown.  That  principle  I  take  to  be  that 
it  is  land  not  capable  of  ordinary  cultivation  or  occupation,  and  so  is  in 
the  nature  of  unappropriated  soil.  Lord  Hale  gives  as  his  reason  for 
thinking  that  lands  only  covered  by  the  high  spring-tides  do  not  belong 
to  the  Crown,  that  such  lands  are  for  the  most  part  dry  and  maniorable  ; 
and  taking  this  passage  as  the  onl}*  authority  at  all  capable  of  guiding 
us,  the  reasonable  conclusiojQ_is,  that  the  Crown's  right  js  limited  to 
land  whvr.h  in  fnn  tliR  niost  part  nntdry  or  maniorable.  __ 

The  learned  judges  whose  assistance~Tlrad~Tn  tins  very  obscure  ques- 
tion point  out  that  the  limit  indicating  such  land  is  the  line  of  the 
medium  high  tide  between  the  springs  and  the  neaps.  All  land  below 
that  line  is  more  often  than  not  covered  at  high  water,  and  so  may 
justl}*  be  said,  in  the  language  of  Lord  Hale,  to  be  covered  by  the  ordi- 
nary flux  of  the  sea.  This  cannot  be  said  of  any  land  above  that  line  ; 
and  I  therefore  concur  with  the  able  opinion  of  the  judges,  whose  valu- 
able assistance  I  had,  in  thinking  that  medium  line  must  be  treated  as 
bounding  the  right  of  the  Crown. 
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FLEET  v.  HEGEMAN. 

SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEW  YORK.     1835. 

[Reported  14  Wend.  42.] 

ERROR  from  the  Queen's  Common  Pleas.  Fleet  sued  Hegeman  and 
two  others  in  an  action  of  trespass  in  a  justice's  court,  for  taking  and 
carrying  away  2000  oysters,  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  plaintiff. 
The  defendants  pleaded  the  general  issue.  The  cause  was  tried  by  a 
jury,  and  a  verdict  found  for  the  defendants,  on  which  the  justice  ren- 
dered judgment.  The  plaintiff  sued  out  a  certiorari,  returnable  in  the 
Common  Pleas  of  Queen's ;  which  court  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the 
justice.  Whereupon  the  plaintiff  removed  the  record  into  this  court  by 
writ  of  error.  From  the  return  of  the  justice,  it  appeared  that  the 
plaintiff  had  an  oyster-bed  in  Oyster  Bay,  in  Queen's  Count}-,  of  the 
extent  of  about  4  or  5  square  rods,  enclosed  with  stakes,  at  the  distance 
of  about  15  rods  from  the  shore,  opposite  land  owned  by  him  or  by  his 
father.  About  two  years  before  the  trial,  which  took  place  in  Novem- 
ber, 1833,  the  plaintiff  put  into  this  enclosure  a  quantity  of  very  small 
oysters,  picked  up  around  the  shores  ;  and  shortly  previous  to  the  trial, 
the  defendants  went  into  the  bed  enclosed  by  the  plaintiff  and  raked  up 
and  took  600  or  700  oj'sters,  worth  from  ten  to  eleven  dollars.  Five  or 
six  years  previous  to  the  trial,  oysters  were  plent}-  in  the  bay  ;  but  since 
then,  they  were  not  to  be  found,  except  where  they  were  planted. 

D.  Rogers  and  C.  Bogert,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

S.  A.  Foot,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

By  the  court,  NELSON,  J.  It  haeTBefora  been  decided  that  the  right 
of  fishing  in  this  harbor  or-  bay-belonged  exclusive!}-  to  the  inhabitants 
of  the  town  of  Oyster  Bay,  derived  by  grant  from  the  Crown  of  Eng- 
land. Rogers  v.  Jones,  1  Wendell,  237.  In  that  case,  Rogers  was 
sued  for  a  penalty  created  by  a  b}--law  of  the  town,  declaring  that  "  no 
person,  not  being  an  inhabitant  of  Oyster  Ba}*,  shall  be  allowed  to  rake 
or  take  any  o}-sters  in  the  creeks  or  harbors  of  the  town,  under  the  pen- 
alty of  $12.50  for  each  offence."  He  had  entered  the  harbor  or  bay, 
and  caught  and  carried  away  a  quantity  of  o}-sters,  about  100  yards 
from  the  beach ;  was  a  citizen  of  New  York,  but  not  an  inhabitant  of 
the  town.  The  defence  was  put  upon  the  ground,  that  the  bay,  being 
an  arm  of  the  sea  where  the  tide  ebbed  and  flowed,  was  a  common  fish- 
eiy  for  all  the  citizens  of  the  State,  and  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  town 
possessed  no  exclusive  right.  The  court  decided  that  the  grant  to  them 
by  Sir  Ed.  Andros,  under  Charles  II.,  invested  them  with  that  right, 
and  sustained  the  by-law  under  which  the  penalty  was  inflicted.  See 
also  6  Cowen,  376. 

Both  parties  in  this  case  probably  are  inhabitants  of  the  town,  and 
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therefore  are  entitled  to  the  common  right  of  fishing  in  the  bay,  At  all 
events,  no  question  of  the  kind  is  raised  in  the  case,  and  we  assume 
such  right  belonged  to  the  defendants.  The  plaintiff  had  gathered  the 
oysters  when  small,  some  two  years  before  the  trial,  and  planted  them 
in  a  bed  in  the  bay,  about  fifteen  rods  from  the  shore  ;  none  grew  there 
at  the  time,  nor  have  any  grown  since  outside  of  the  bed.  That  a 
qualified  property  in  the  oysters  was  acquired  by  the  plaintiff  is  ad- 
mitted ;  but  it  is  contended  that  the  planting  them  in  the  bay,  where  a 
common  right  of  taking  them  existed,  was  an  abandonment  of  them  to 
the  public  use.  If  so,  it  must  be  by  force  of  law  ;  for  the  case  fully  dis- 
closes that  no  such  intent  in  point  of  fact  existed.  On  the  contrary, 
they  were  deposited  there  by  the  owner,  to  improve  or  rather  give  value 
to  them,  and  with  reference  to  an  ulterior  use.  As  to  all  inanimate 
things,  an  absolute  property  in  possession  may  be  acquired  in  them,  — 
such  as  goods,  plate,  money ;  and  if  the  article  in  question  could  be 
considered  as  fulling  within  that  description,  there  could  be  no  doubt 
the  defence  taken  would  be  untenable,  unless  there  was  an  abandon- 
ment in  fact.  Oysters  have  not  the  power  of  locomotion  an}-  more  than 
inanimate  things,  and  when  property  has  once  been  acquired  In  them, 
no  good  reason  is  perceived  why  it  should  not  be  governed  by  the  rules 
of  law  applicable  to  inanimate  things.  But,  it  is  contended,  they  fall 
within  the  rules  of  law  applicable  to  animals  denominated  ferae  natures, 
the  same  as  deer  in  the  forest,  pigeons  in  the  air,  or  fish  in  public 
waters  or  the  ocean.  A  qualified  property  is  acquired  in  these  by  re- 
claiming and  taming  them  ;  or  by  so  confining  them,  within  the  immedi- 
ate power  of  the  owner,  as  to  prevent  their  escape,  and  the  use  of  their 
natural  liberty.  Deer  in  a  park,  hares  or  rabbits  in  a  warren,  or  fish  in 
private  ponds  or  trunks,  are  instances  of  this  description.  These,  it  is 
said,  are  the  property  of  a  man  no  longer  than  while  the}-  continue  in 
his  keeping  or  possession.  Manucapture  is  not  necessary  to  acquire, 
much  less  to  continue  possession  of  this  property.  3  Caines,  178.  If 
a  deer  or  any  wild  animal  reclaimed  hath  a  collar  or  other  mark  put 
upon  him,  and  goes  and  returns  at  pleasure,  it  is  not  lawful  for  any  one 
else  to  take  him  ;  though  if  he  be  long  absent,  without  returning,  it  is 
otherwise.  In  all  these  cases  of  wild  animals  reclaimed,  the  property 
is  not  absolute,  but  defensible,  by  the  animals  resuming  their  ancient 
wildness,  and  going  at  large,  —  as  if  the  deer  escape  from  the  park,  or 
the  fishes  from  the  pond  or  trunk,  and  are  found  at  large  in  their  proper 
element,  they  become  ferce  naturae  again,  and  are  free  to  the  first  occu- 
pant that  may  seize  them.  But  while  they  continue  the  owner's  quali- 
fied property,  they  are  under  the  protection  of  the  law,  as  much  so  as  if 
they  were  absolutely  and  indefeasibly  his  ;  and  an  action  will  lie  for  any 
injury  committed.  2  Black.  Comm.  395,  6,  7 ;  3  Co.  Lit.  294,  note  c, 
7  Co.  86,  Case  of  the  Swans  ;  8  Vm.  tit.  Property,  B. 

It  is  clear,  from  the  principles  and  cases  above  mentioned,  that  the 
right  to  appropriate  property  of  the  description  in  question  does  not  de- 
pend exclusively  upon  the  place  where  they  are  found,  but  upon  the 
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fact  that  they  arefej'ce  naturae  unreclaimed  ;  for  though  the  deer  should 
be  found  browsing  in  his  own  forest,  and  the  pigeon  flying  in  the  air,  or 
any  of  the  class  reclaimable,  at  large,  if  they  have  been  in  fact  domes- 
ticated and  possess  the  animus  revertendi,  they  are  not  common  prop- 
erty, and  the  occupant  who  takes  them  gets  no  title ;  and  if  he  takes 
them  knowing  their  condition,  he  becomes  a  trespasser.  This  is  clear 
upon  well-settled  authority.  The  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  oysters  is 
within  the  reason  of  these  principles.  They  have  been  reclaimed,  and 
are  as  entirely  within  his  possession  and  control  as  his  swans,  or 
other  water-fowl,  that  may  float  habitually  in  the  bay.  They  were  dis- 
tinctl}-  designated  according  to  usage  ;  and,  besides,  the  defendants  had 
actual  information  of  the  ownership,  and  they  can  set  up  no  greater 
right  to  take  them,  because  found  in  their  native  element,  than  tame 
pigeons  in  the  air,  or  a  domesticated  deer  upon  the  mountain.  If  the 
bed  interfered  with  the  exercise  of  the  common  right  of  fishing,  or  if  the 
oysters  were  undistinguished  among  others  belonging  to  the  public 
waters,  the  interest  of  the  owners  in  them  would  undoubtedly  be  sub- 
servient to  the  enjoyment  of  the  public  use.  But  the  exercise  of  that 
right  in  this  case  was  a  mere  pretence.  No  oysters  of  the  natural 
growth  of  the  bay,  fit  for  use,  had  been  found  there  for  years.  The 
bed  interfered  with  no  other  sort  of  fishing,  for  either  profit  or  pleasure. 
The  case  presents  a  deliberate  and  wnntnn  violation  of  property  acquired 
by  the  industry  ajodj^are  of  another,  under  tlift  pretext,  of  pyprnising  a 
right  in  common  which  the  defendants  knew  to  be  fruitless.  _We  cer- 
tainly would  have  regretted  it"  the  law  had  given  countenanceto"~such 
depredations,  audjge  are  rejoiced  to  find  t)1pv  firn  nn  gross  _a.  violation 
of  the  law  as  they  are  of  the  first  principles  of  justice. 

Judgment  reversed. 


WESTON  v.  SAMPSON. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1851. 
[Reported  8  Citsh.  347.] 

THIS  was  an  action  of  trespass  quare  clauswn  f ret/it,  originally 
brought  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  ;  and  was  submitted  to  the  Courb 
of  Common  Pleas,  and,  upon  appeal,  to  this  court,  upon  the  following 
statement  of  facts  :  — 

"•  It  is  admitted  that  the  plaintiffs  are  the  proprietors  of  the  tract  of 
upland  described  in  their  writ,  with  the  flats  adjoining  at  Powder  Point, 
so  called,  in  Duxbury,  bordering  upon  the  bay.  The  defendants,  inhabi- 
tants of  Duxbury,  went  in  their  boat  upon  said  flats,  and  there,  at  low 
water,  dug  five  bushels  of  clams,  and  put  them  into  their  boat,  and  carried 
them  away.  The  place  where  the  defendants  dug  these  clams  was  be- 
tween high  and  low  water  mark,  and  within  one  hundred  rods  of  the 
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shore  of  the  plaintiffs'  upland.  Tf  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that 
the  defendants  had  a  right  so  to  dig  and  carry  away  said  clams,  the 
plaintiffs  are  to  become  nonsuit ;  otherwise,  the  case  is  to  be  sent 
to  a  jury." 

The  arguments  were  made  at  Boston,  in  January,  1849. 

If.  A.  Scudder  and  T.  P.  Beat,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

TF.  Baylies  and  W.  Thomas,  for  the  defendants. 

The  opinion  was  delivered  at  the  October  Term,  1849. 

SHAW,  C.  J.  The  question  in  this  case  is  probably  one  of  very  little 
importance  to  the  parties  in  point  of  amount,  but  it  presents  a  question 
of  considerable  interest  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  maritime  districts  of 
the  State.  The  statement  of  facts  is  so  shaped  as  to  present  the 
single  question  of  the  right  of  an  inhabitant  of  Dtixbury  to  enter  upon 
the  shore  or  flats,  between  high  and  low  water  mark,  lying  in  front  of 
land,  the  acknowledged  property  of  another,  and  within  one  hundred 
rods  of  high-water  mark,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  and  carrying  away 
clams  therefrom. 

The  action  is  trespass  quare  clausum,  and  the  facts  find  that  the  de- 
fendants did  not  pass  over,  or  enter  upon  the  plaintiffs'  upland,  but  that 
that  they  passed  to  the  place  from  tide  water  in  a  boat,  dug  five  bushels 
of  clams,  and  placed  them  in  their  boat,  and  went  away  and  carried  the 
clams  in  their  boat.  It  follows,  of  course,  that  they  must  have  gone  to 
the  spot  whilst  the  flats  were  so  much  covered  with  tide  water  as  to  float 
the  boat,  waited  till  low  water,  then  dug  the  clams,  and  then  waited 
until  there  was  sufficient  flood  tide  again  to  float  their  boat  This  is 
the  breach  of  the  plaintiffs'  close  of  which  they  complain. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  by  the  common  law  of  England  all  the  sub- 
jects of  the  king  have  a  common  and  general  right  of  fishing  in  the  sea, 
and  in  all  ba}-s,  coves,  branches,  and  arms  of  the  sea,  which  in  general 
is  held  to  extend  to  all  places  where  tide  ebbs  and  flows.  The  general 
rule  is  expressed  by  Lord  Hale,  De  Jure  Maris,  Hargr.  Law  Tracts,  11, 
that  all  the  people  of  England  have  a  liberty  of  fishing  in  the  sea,  as  of 
common  right,  and  of  this  the}-  cannot  be  lawfully  deprived,  even  by  the 
grant  of  the  king.  Carter  v.  Murcot,  4  Bur.  2162  ;  Warren  v.  Mat- 
thews, 1  Salk.  357.  This  was  conceded  by  all  the  judges,  although 
divided  in  opinion  in  other  respects,  in  the  case  of  Blundell  v.  Cat- 
terall,  5  B.  &  Aid.  268. 

And  it  is  not  at  all  inconsistent  with  this  common  and  general  right 
that  the  king  is  held  to  be  owner  of  the  soil  under  the  sea,  which  royal 
right,  by  the  common  law  of  England,  extends  over  the  shore  where 
the  tide  ebbs  and  flows  to  ordinary  high- water  mark.  And  it  has 
been  frequently  held,  that  the  king  takes  this  right  of  soil  in  trust 
for  the  public,  so  far  as  the  fishing  is  concerned ;  and  although  the 
king  may  grant  away  this  right  of  soil  to  another,  yet  his  grantee  will 
take  it  subject  to  the  same  trust ;  and  by  such  grant,  however  compre- 
hensive in  its  terms,  the  public,  that  is,  the  king's  subjects,  cannot  be 
deprived  of  their  common  right.  This  distinction  between  the  jus  pri- 
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vatum  of  the  Crown  and  the  jus  publicum  of  the  people  is  strongly 
stated  by  Lord  Hate,  De  Portibus  Maris,  and  is  confirmed  in  recent 
cases  of  high  authority.  Attorney- General  v.  Burridge,  10  Price,  350  ; 
Attorney-  General  v.  Parmeter,  10  Price,  378  ;  Parmeter  v.  Attorney- 
General,  10  Price.  412. 

In  some  of  the  cases,  it  has  been  held  that  one  may  have  an  exclu- 
sive right  of  fishing  in  an  arm  of  the  sea ;  but  this  is  not  so  prlma 
facie,  and  must  be  proved  by  ancient  grant.  And  it  has  been  repeat- 
edly held  that  such  right  cannot  be  founded  on  the  king's  grant,  made 
within  the  time  of  memory  ;  and  that  no  such  right  could  be  conferred 
by  authority  of  .the  Crown  under  Magna  Charta.  2  Bl.  Com.  39  ;  War- 
ren v.  Mathews,  6  Mod.  73 ;  /Somerset  v.  Fogwell,  5  B.  &  C.  884. 

The  right  of  fishing  in  the  sea,  and  in  bays,  arms  of  the  sea,  and  in 
navigable  or  tide  waters,  under  the  free  and  masculine  genius  of  the 
English  common  law,  is  a  right,  public  and  common  to  every  person. 
3  Kent  Com.  (6th  ed.)  413.  The  same  doctrine  is  stated  and  enforced 
by  a  large  citation  of  authorities  in  2  Dane  Ab.  690,  and  in  Angell  on 
Tide  Waters  (2d  ed.)  125,  et  seq. 

In  stating  the  principles,  that  by  the  common  law  the  right  of  fishing 
may  be  public,  although  the  soil  in  which  it  is  used  is  private  property, 
it  is  proper  to  add,  that  this  public  right  may  be  regulated  and  abridged 
by  the  legislature,  who  have  the  control  and  guardianship  of  all  public 
rights.  In  England  this  is  often  done  by  Act  of  Parliament,  regulating 
ports  and  harbors,  and  authorizing  wharves,  docks,  and  other  erections, 
which  to  some  extent  may  abridge  the  public  right  of  fishing.  This  is 
usually  done  in  consideration  of  greater  public  good  expected  from  such 
enclosures.  The  King  v.  Montague,  4  B.  &  C.  598. 

This  common  and  general  right  of  fishing  in  the  sea  and  its  shores, 
at  common  law,  being  established,  we  think  it  is  equall}'  well  deter- 
mined by  the  authorities,  that  this  right  extended  to  shell-fish,  as  well 
those  which  are  embedded  in  the  soil  as  those  which  lie  on  the  surface. 
Bagott  v.  Orr,  2  Bos.  &  Pul.  472  ;  Martin  \.  Waddett,  16  Pet.  414  ; 
Peck  v.  Lockwood,  5  Day,  22. 

Assuming  that  this  was  a  common  law  right  for  all  English  subjects 
at  the  time  of  the  emigration  of  our  ancestors,  we  have  no  doubt,  that 
by  the  charters  of  Charles  I.  and  James  I.,  under  which  the  land  of  the 
colony  of  Massachusetts  was  granted,  for  the  purpose  of  founding  a 
colonial  government  of  English  subjects,  all  the  rights  to  the  sea  and 
sea-shores,  with  the  incidental  rights  of  fishing,  were  granted  to  the 
colonists.  It  is  unnecessary  to  inquire,  whether  the  jus  publicum,  so 
far  as  general  control  and  protection  were  concerned,  remained  to  the 
Crown  or  not ;  all  the  right,  both  to  the  soil  under  the  sea,  as  far  as  by  the 
law  of  nations  one  government  is  conceded  to  hold  an  exclusive  right 
to  the  sea-coasts,  and  to  the  shores  and  arms  of  the  sea,  where  the  sea 
ebbs  and  flows,  did  vest  in  the  grantees  under  those  charters.  What- 
ever right  or  jurisdiction,  if  any,  remained  in  the  Crown  after  those 
grants,  it  is  clear  that  it  ceased  on  the  establishment  of  independence, 
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and  has  remained  absolute  in  the  States.     Pollard  v.  Sag/an,  3  How. 
212  ;    Gough  v.  Bell,  1  Zab.  156. 

If,  then,  the  right  of  fishing  on  the  shores  of  the  sea,  including  the 
right  to  take  shell-fish  from  the  soil,  was  a  common  law  right,  extend- 
ing to  the  English  colonies  generally,  and  especially  to  Massachusetts, 
the  question  is,  whether  anything  has  been  done  by  the  colonial  or 
provincial  government,  or  by  the  government  of  the  Commonwealth,  to 
impair  or  abridge  that  right. 

Though  the  laws  of  the  colony  of  Plymouth  have  been  published 
within  a  few  years,  we  believe  that  they  contain  no  provision  bearing 
on  this  subject.  But  the  colon}'  ordinance  of  J641  is  relied  on,  and  we 
believe,  mainly  relied  on,  as  giving  to  owners  of  land,  bounding  on  tide 
waters,  "  propriety,"  or  right  to  the  soil,  so  far  as  the  tide  ebbs  and 
flows,  where  it  does  not  ebb  more  than  one  hundred  rods.  The  prem- 
ises, in  which  the  trespass  in  this  case  is  assigned,  lie  in  the  town  of 
Duxbmy,  within  the  limits  of  the  old  colony  of  Plymouth,  and  were  not 
within  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  the  colon}-  of  Massachusetts,  when 
the  ordinance  in  question  was  passed  ;  and  therefore  that  ordinance,  as 
positive  law,  did  not,  proprio  vigore,  extend  to  this  territory.  But  the 
great  principle  established  by  the  colony  ordinance,  extending  the  right 
of  soil  of  the  upland  owner  to  low-water  mark,  has  been  held  to  extend 
by  long  usage  to  Maine :  Storer  v.  Freeman,  6  Mass.  435  ;  Codman 
v.  Winslow,  10  Mass.  146 ;  Lapish  v.  Bangor  Bank,  8  Greenl.  85  ; 
to  Plymouth:  Barker \.  Bates,  13  Pick.  255;  and  to  Martha's  Vine- 
yard :  Mayhew  v.  Norton,  17  Pick.  357 ;  though  all  of  these  were  un- 
der other  territorial  governments  at  the  time  the  colony  ordinance  was 
passed.  We  have  no  doubt,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff,  as  riparian 
owner,  has  the  same  proprietaiy  interest  in  the  soil  as  if  it  were  within 
the  old  territory  of  Massachusetts. 

But  although  the  riparian  proprietor  has  an  interest  in  the  soil,  it  ia 
not  an  absolute  and  unqualified  ownership ;  but  so  long  as  flats  so  situ- 
ated are  left  open,  unoccupied  by  any  wharf,  dock,  or  other  enclosure, 
so  long  as  the  tide  ebbs  and  flows  over  them,  they  so  far  retain  their 
original  character  and  remain  public.  This  double  rule,  to  which  the 
territory  lying  between  high  and  low  water  mark  may  be  subject,  is  not 
a  novelty  in  the  law,  but  an  old  and  recognized  principle.  In  Sir  Henry 
Constable's  Case,  5  Co.  107,  it  was  held  that  when  the  tide  was  up,  the 
place,  and  acts  done  upon  it,  were  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  admir- 
alty ;  when  bare,  being  within  the  bod)1  of  the  count}1,  the  common  law 
had  jurisdiction.  It  is  quite  certain,  we  think,  that  the  mere  fact,  that 
the  jus  privatum,  or  right  of  soil,  was  vested  in  an  individual  owner, 
does  not  necessarily  exclude  the  existence  of  a  jus  publicum,  or  right 
to  the  fishery  in  the  public.  The  rule,  established  by  usage  and  judicial 
decision,  has  been,  that  although  the  ordinance  transfers  the  fee  to  the 
riparian  owner,  yet,  until  it  is  so  used,  built  upon,  or  occupied,  by  the 
owner,  as  to  exclude  boats  and  vessels,  the  right  of  the  public  to  use  it 
is  not  taken  awaj' ;  but  that  whilst  open  to  the  natural  ebb  and  flow  of 
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the  tide,  the  public  may  use  it,  may  sail  over  it,  anchor  upon  it,  fish 
upon  it,  and  by  so  doing  commit  no  trespass,  and  do  not  disseise  the 
owner.  Austin  v.  Carter,  1  Mass.  231. 

This  court  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  where  flats  are  left  wholl}* 
open  to  the  natural  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide,  unoccupied  and  uninclosed 
by  the  upland  proprietor,  the  right  of  fishing  on  the  part  of  the  public 
is  not  excluded ;  and  that  the  law,  in  this  respect,  makes  no  difference 
between  shell-fish,  and  swimming  or  floating  fish.  See  Parker  v.  Cutler 
Milldam  Co.,  7  Shepl.  357. 

The  only  remaining  question  is,  whether  there  is  any  other  Statute 
provision  in  force,  which  may  take  away  or  change  the  right,  claimed 
by  the  defendants,  to  take  clams  in  Duxbury.  By  Rev.  Sts.  c.  55, 
§§  11,  12,  all  persons  are  prohibited  from  taking  oysters  from  their 
beds,  unless  by  permits  there  specified,  with  an  exception  that  every 
inhabitant  may  take  oysters,  without  a  permit,  for  the  use  of  his  family. 
The  shell-fish  taken  in  this  case  were  not  oysters,  nor  does  it  appear 
that  they  were  not  taken  by  the  defendants  for  the  use  of  their  families. 
Section  thirteen  prohibits  the  taking  of  other  shell-fish,  but  it  is  limited 
to  certain  towns,  of  which  Duxbury  is  not  one.  It  was  a  revision  of 
former  particular  Acts.  All  these  also  contain  a  proviso  that  the}7  shall 
not  prevent  any  fisherman  from  taking  any  quantity  of  shell-fish  he 
ma}*  want  for  bait,  not  exceeding  seven  bushels  at  one  time. 

With  these  views  of  the  law,  the  court  are  of  opinion,  upon  the  facts 
stated,  that  the  action  cannot  be  maintained. 

Plaintiffs  nonsuit.1 


PACKARD  v.  RYDER. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1887. 
[Reported  144  Mass.  440.] 

TORT,  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  close,  in  Bourne,  and 
catching  and  carrying  away  from  the  waters  within  the  plaintiffs  prem- 
ises ten  trout.  Trial  in  the  Superior  Court,  without  a  jury,  before 
Brigham,  C.  J.,  who  allowed  a  bill  of  exceptions,  in  substance,  as 
follows :  — 

It  was  agreed  that  on  April  8,  1886,  the  defendant  landed  upon  the 
plaintiff's  flats,  having  come  thereto  by  water,  and  landing  from  his 
his  boat.  Thereupon,  the  tide  being  out,  the  defendant  walked  along 
the  narrow  strip  of  land  or  soil  between  high- water  mark  and  low-water 
mark,  in  part  consisting  of  shingle  and  gravel,  and  also  in  part  covered 
with  sedge  grass,  for  the  purpose  of  fishing ;  and  he  did,  while  so  stand- 
ing or  walking,  fish ;  that  he  was  forbidden  by  the  plaintiff,  but  con- 

i  See  Porter  v.  Shehan,  7  Gray,  435  ;  Proctor  v.   Wells,  103  Mass.  216. 
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tinned  so  to  stand,  walk,  and  fish,  claiming  the  rigbt  to  do  so ;  that  the 
waters  facing  said  shore  are  the  open,  navigable,  tidal  waters  of  Buz- 
zard's Bay ;  that  the  damage  done  to  the  plaintiffs  close  was  small ; 
and  that  the  defendant  walked  at  times,  in  fishing  as  aforesaid,  within 
one  hundred  rods  of  high-water  mark,  but  he  at  no  time  went  above 
high-water  mark. 

On  these  facts  the  judge  found  for  the  plaintiff;  and  the  defendant 
alleged  exceptions. 

C.  F.  Chamberlayne,  for  the  defendant. 

H.  P.  Harriman,  for  the  plaintiff. 

HOLMES,  J.  It  is  now  well  settled  that  there  is  a  public  right  to  take 
shell-fish  on  the  shore  and  flats  below  high-water  mark  and  within  one 
hundred  rods  of  the  upland,  until  the  flats  are  enclosed  by  the  proprie- 
tors. Weston  v.  Sampson,  8  Cush.  347 ;  Dunham  v.  Lamphere,  3 
Gray,  268,  271  ;  Lakernan  v.  Burnham,  7  Gray,  437 ;  9  Gray,  526, 
527  ;  Commonwealth  v.  Bailey,  13  Allen,  541,  542  ;  Proctor  v.  Wells, 
103  Mass.  216;  Commonwealth  v.  Manimon,  136  Mass.  456,  458. 
But  the  right  to  take  shell-fish  is  asserted  on  the  single  ground  that 
the  general  right  of  fishing  extends  to  and  includes  it.  Weston  v. 
Sampson,  and  Lakeman  v.  Burnham,  ubi  supra.  The  cases  cited 
show  too  plainly  for  further  discussion,  that,  if  there  is  a  right  to  go 
upon  flats  and^to-tHstesk-tke-sciLfjOiL-cla^  is  a  right 

to  pass  Over  t.hpm  fny  fishing^ip  tl'^^gljj^tipr  concn  of  *Mjg^H  The 
defendant  did  not_set  net8,or  createany  permanent  obstruction,  as  in 
Duncan  v.  Sylvester^2±  MeT~482. 

Exceptions  sustained. 

NOTE. —  In  some  States  the  owner  of  the  upland  has  the  fee  of  the  shore,  —  Maine  : 
Lapish  v.  Bangor  Bank,  8  Greenl.  85  ;  New  Hampshire:  Clement  v.  Burns,  43  N.  H. 
609,  621;  Massachusetts :  Anc.  Chart.  148;  Comm  v.  Roxbury,  9  Gray,  451,  514 
note,  et  seqq. ;  Lichfield  v.  Scituate,  136  Mass.  39  ;  Virginia:  Code,  c.  101,  §  5. 

In  other  States  the  owner  of  the  upland  has  the  right  to  fill  up  front-lying  flats,  and 
the  land  filled  in  becomes  his  fee,  —  Rhode  Island :  Providence  Steam  Engine  Co.  v. 
Providence  Steamship  Co.,  12  R.  I.  348,  363;  Connecticut:  Chapman  v.  Kimball,  9 
Conn.  38,  41  ;  Mather  v.  Chapman,  40  Conn.  382  ;  New  Jersey :  Revision,  Wharves, 
§§  1,  2,  8. 

See  as  to  New  York :  Gould,  Waters,  §175;  Pennsylvania :  Tinicum  Fishing  Co. 
v.  Carter,  61  Pa.  21;  Maryland:  Gould,  Waters,  §176;  Florida:  Digest  of  Laws 
(1881),  c.  134  ;  California  Civil  Code,  §  830  ;  Oregon  :  Misc.  Laws,  c.  29,  §  69  et  seqq. 


NOTE.  —  In  the  Cose  o/  <&e  .floyaZ  Fishery  of  the  panne  (1610),  Davies,  149,  it  was     \jf    n/frj^ 
resolved  by  the  Irish  judges  "that  the  River  Banne,   so  far  as  the  sea  flows  and         /  n 
ebbs  in  it,  is  a  royal  river  ;  and  the  fishery  of  salmon  there  is  a  royal  fishery,  which  ,w-«    r/c^^f~ 
belongs  to  the  king,  as  a  several  fishery,  and  not  to  those  who  have  the  soil  on  each          f 
side  of  the  water.    But  on  the  other  part  it  was  agreed  that  every  inland  river  not  navi- 
gable,  appertains  to  the  owners  of  the  soil,  where  it  bath  its  course,  28  Ass.  p.  93,  and 
if  such  river  runneth  between  two  manors,  and  is  the  mear  and  boundary  between  them, 
the  one  moiety  of  the  river  and  fishery  belongeth  to  one  lord,  and  the  other  moiety  to    JLft 
the  other." 


YOUNG'S  CASE. 
NISI  PRIUS  BEFORE  HOLT,  C.  J.     1698. 

[Reported  1  Ld.  Raym.  725.]  *_,     -— , 

IT  was   ruled  at  nisi  prius  at  Westminster,  the  first  sitting  after  ^ 
Michaelmas  Term,  10  Will.  3,  that  every  man  of  common  right  may/ 
justify  the  going  of  his  servants  or  of  his  horses  upon  the  banks  of 
navigable  rivers,  for  towing  barges,  &c.,  to  whomsoever  the  right  of 
the  soil  belongs,  and  if  the  water  of  the  river  impairs  and  decreases 
banks,  &c.,  then  they  shall  have  reasonable  way  for  that  purpose  iiC  J 
the  nearest  part  of  the  field  next  adjoining  to  the  river.     And  he  com-  -* 
pared  it  to  the  case,  where  there  is  a  way  through  a  great  open  field, 
which  way  becomes  founderous,  the  travellers  may  justify  the  goiii 
over  the  outlets  of  the  laud  not  inclosed  next  adjoining.1 


BALL  v.   HERBERT. 

KING'S  BENCH.     1789. 

[Eeported  3  T.  R.  253.] 

TRESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiffs  close,  being  part  of 
an  artificial  bank  adjoining  to  the  River  Ouze,  at  Wiggenhall,  in  Nor- 
folk, and  treading  down  the  grass  with  men  and  with  horses,  and  fixing 
lines,  &c.,  to  certain  barges,  and  drawing  and  towing  those  barges. 

Plea,  that  the  port  of  King's  Lynn  in  the  said  county  hath  been  im- 
memorially  a  common  and  public  port  for  all  the  king's  subjects;  and 
that  the  River  Ouze  hath  been  immemorially  a  public  king's  highway 
and  navigable  river,  where  the  tide  flows  and  reflows,  leading  between 
the  port  of  King's  Lynn  and  the  village  of  Stow  in  the  same  county,  to 
wit  at  Wiggenhall,  for  boats,  barges,  and  lighters,  &c.,  at  all  times  of 
the  year,  &c.  That  the  close  in  which,  &c.,  hath  been  immemorially 
part  of  the  banks  of  and  adjoining  the  said  highway  and  navigable  river. 
That  the  defendant  at  the  time  when.  &c.,  was  possessed  of  the  several 
boats,  barges,  and  lighters,  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  which  were 

1  See  The  Queen  v.  Cluworth,  6  Mod.  163. 
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laden  with  goods  and  merchandises,  and  passing  up  and  down  the  said 
highway  and  navigable  river,  and  going  to  and  from  the  said  port  of 
King's  Lynn  ;  by  reason  whereof,  &c.,  he  entered  with  his  said  horses,  &c., 
and  drew  and  towed  his  said  boats,  &c.,  as  stated  in  the  declaration. 

To  this  there  was  a  general  demurrer  and  joinder. 

Graham,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Wilson,  for  the  defendant. 

LORD  KENYON,  CH.  J.  I  remember  when  the  case  of  Pierse  v.  Lord 
Fauconberg  [1  Burr.  292]  was  sent  here  from  the  Court  of  Chancery,  it 
was  the  current  opinion  of  Westminster  Hall  that  the  right  of  towing 
depended  upon  usage,  without  which  it  could  not  exist.  It  has  been  said 
that  this  right  now  in  question  is  of  great  importance  to  the  navigation 
through  several  counties ;  now  if  this  navigation  has  been  carried  on 
for  a  series  of  3'ears,  and  this  right  of  towing  constantly  exercised, 
there  would  be  abundant  usage  on  which  it  might  be  supported.  But 
that  is  abandoned,  and  the  defendant  resorts  to  the  common  law  right. 
Now  common  law  rights  are  either  to  be  found  in  the  opinions  of  law- 
yers, delivered  as  axioms,  or  to  be  collected  from  the  universal  and 
immemorial  usage  throughout  the  countr}*.  That  the  right  now  in 
question  is  not  to  be  collected  from  the  unanimous  current  of  authori- 
ties, is  manifest.  Very  little  is  to  be  found  in  the  books  upon  the  sub- 
ject, the  whole  of  which  down  to  his  time  Lord  Hale  has  collected  ;  and 
after  commenting  upon  it,  he  seems  to  have  formed  an  opinion  against 
the  right ;  for  he  says  that,  where  private  interests  are  involved  in  the 
question,  they  shall  not  be  infringed  without  a  satisfaction  being  made 
to  the  parties  injured.  But  on  what  ground  can  a  common  law  right 
stand,  if  satisfaction  is  to  be  made  for  the  enjo3'ment  of  it,  and  that 
satisfaction  not  ascertained?  It  must  resolve  itself  into  an  agreement 
between  the  parties,  and  cannot  be  considered  as  a  rjght  to  use  the 
banks  indefinitely.  And  some  of  the  passages  In  Lord  Hale,  which 
seem  to  favor  the  common  law  right,  are  rather  applicable  to  banks  of 
the  sea,  and  to  ports ;  and  it  is  part  of  the  king's  prerogative  to  create 
ports,  which  was  lately  exercised  at  Liverpool.  Then  is  this  bottomed 
on  immemorial  usage :  the  right  is  not  claimed  on  one  side  or  the  other 
as  is  most  convenient,  but  on  both  sides  of  the  river.  But  that  is 
directlj*  contrary  to  common  experience ;  for  if  we  look  at  any  of  the 
great  public  rivers,  we  shall  find  that  it  is  not  used,  although  it  would 
be  highly  convenient  to  the  persons  using  the  navigations.  On  the  con- 
trar}*,  the  navigators  are  obliged  at  several  places  to  pass»from  one  side 
of  the  Thames  to  the  other,  with  great  inconvenience  and  dela}- ;  that  Is 
the  case  by  the  Duke  of  Montague's  gardens  between  Richmond  and 
Kew,  and  in  tarious  other  parts.  Such  is  the  right  on  that  river,  the 
quantum  of  which  is  ascertained  by  the  usage.  That  there  is  such  a 
custom  on  most  of  the  navigable  rivers,  no  person  doubts,  but  still  the 
right  is  founded  solely  on  the  custom  ;  but  here  the  claim  is  set  up 
without  any  custom  at  all.  The  authorities  which  ha\ie  been  mentioned 
are  very  few.  The  case  in  Lord  Raymond,  1  Ld.  Raym.  725,  though 
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before  an  eminent  judge,  was  only  a  nisi  prius  decision.  It  is  a  short 
note,  vid.  1  Burr.  36,  taken  by  Lord  Raymond  when  he  was  very  young  ; 
not  even  the  name  of  the  case  is  given  ;  and  it  does  not  appear  what  the 
case  was,  or  how  the  question  arose  :  I  rather  think  the  principal  ques- 
tion there  was  whether,  when  a  right  of  passage  was  ascertained,  and 
that  was  founderous,  the  party  entitled  might  not  go  on  the  adjoining 
land.  However,  at  most  it  is  only  an  opinion  delivered  at  nisi  prius  ; 
opposed  to  which  is  that  of  Lord  Ch.  J.  Willes  in  the  case  cited.  And 
Lord  Hardwicke's  opinion  was  against  the  right,  as  is  evident  from  the 
manner  in  which  he  sent  the  case  of  Peirse  v.  Ld,  Faucoriberg  into 
this  court,  which  was  very  full}'  considered.  Therefore,  on  these  au- 
thorities, on  the  silence  in  the  books  respecting  this  common  law  right, 
and  on  account  of  the  extreme  inconvenience  to  which  individuals  hav- 
ing lands  adjoining  the  public  rivers  would  be  subject,  I  cannot  bring 
my  mind  to  say  that  the  defendant's  justification  can  be  supported. 
Perhaps  small  evidence  of  usage  before  a  jury  would  establish  a  right 
by  custom  on  the  ground  of  public  convenience ;  but  the  right  here 
claimed  extends  to  every  bank  of  every  navigable  river  throughout  the 
kingdom. 

ASHHURST,  J.  I  am  of  opinion,  first,  that  no  such  general  right  exists 
as  that  claimed ;  and,  second!}*,  if  any  qualified  right  could  be  sup- 
ported, the  defendant's  plea  is  not  adapted  to  it.  As  to  the  first,  it 
seems  extraordinary  (if  there  be  any  such  right)  that  it  is  not  defined 
with  greater  certainty  in  an}'  of  our  law  books.  For  it,  is  a  right  that 
in  its  nature  must,  if  it  existed,  be  subject  to  some  restrictions  ;  as  that 
it  should  be  exercised  only  on  one,  and  that  the  most  convenient,  side  of 
the  river ;  for  it  would  in  many  instances  be  a  very  oppressive  right  if 
it  could  be  claimed  on  both  sides.  The  state  of  property  on  the  Thames 
is  strong  evidence  to  show  that  no  such  general  right  exists  ;  for  there 
is  no  instance  in  any  part  of  the  banks  of  that  river  where  the  right  is 
claimed  on  both  sides  ;  and  yet  the  defendant's  claim  would  go  to  estab- 
lish a  right  on  both  sides.  The  instances  which  have  been  mentioned 
where  the  right  of  towing  has  been  given  by  several  Acts  of  Parliament, 
also  negative  the  idea  of  general  right ;  for  we  are  not  to  suppose  that 
rights  should  from  time  to  time  have  been  given  by  the  Legislature 
which  existed  before ;  and  it  is  no  answer  to  say  that  such  provisions 
were  inserted  ex  abundanti  cautela.  And  the  reason  assigned  by  the 
defendant's  counsel  why  such  a  right  was  given  by  the  24  Geo.  2,  c.  8, 
namely,  because  that  part  of  the  river  was  not  navigable  before,  is  not 
satisfactory ;  for  when  once  a  river  becomes  navigable,  or,  in  other 
words,  when  it  is  made  a  common  highway  for  all  the  king's  subjects, 
that  right  would  immediately  attach.  On  the  general  ground  therefore 
I  think  no  general  right  of  towing  exists.  But  then  it  was  contended 
that  a  right  might  be  supported  on  making  a  reasonable  compensation 
to  the  owner  of  the  land.  Lord  Hale  touches  this  right  very  tenderly ; 
for  he  says  that  it  does  not  exist  without  making  a  reasonable  satisfac- 
tion. But  it  is  not  necessary  to  enter  into  that  question  here  ;  because, 
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if  it  wore  a  right  sub  modo,  it  ought  to  have  been  so  claimed  in  plead- 
ing. And  even  if  such  a  right  existed,  the  party  should  either  pay  or 
tender  a  reasonable  satisfaction  in  order  to  give  them  that  right.  For 
it  would  be  to  no  purpose  to  give  the  owner  merely  a  right  of  action  to 
recover  that  compensation,  when  it  is  to  be  enforced  against  strangers 
passing  by,  whom  the  owner  cannot  know,  aud  who  perhaps  may  be 
foreigners. 

BULLER,  J.  The  defendant's  plea  on  this  record  rests  wholly  on  a 
general  common  law  right ;  in  deciding  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  go 
into  the  question,  which  has  been  made  respecting  the  mode  of  plead- 
ing. This  being  claimed  as  a  common  law  right,  it  can  only  be  proved 
to  exist  by  one  of  the  ways  mentioned  by  my  Lord.  As  to  the  general 
usage  throughout  the  kingdom  of  which  the  court  is  obliged  to  take 
notice,  that  clearly  does  not  exist.  Then  the  question  is  whether  in  our 
books,  or  on  records,  that  right  is  established  for  which  the  defendant 
contends.  The  case  in  Lord  Raymond  is  a  ver}-  loose  and  inaccurate 
note.  Another  authority  cited  is  the  passage  in  Bracton,  and  quoted 
by  Callis ;  that  plainly  appears  to  have  been  taken  from  Justinian,  and 
is  onh'  part  of  the  civil  law  ;  and  whether  or  not  that  has  been  adopted 
b}'  the  common  law  is  to  be  seen  by  looking  into  our  books  ;  and  there 
it  is  not  to  be  found.  Callis  compares  a  navigable  river  to  an  highway  ; 
but  no  two  cases  can  be  more  distinct.  In  the  latter  case,  if  the  way  be 
founderous  and  out  of  repair,  the  public  have  a  right  to  go  on  the  adjoin- 
ing land :  but  if  a  river  should  happen  to  be  choked  up  with  mud,  that 
would  not  give  the  public  a  right  to  cut  another  passage  through  the  ad- 
joining lands.  Therefore  I  am  of  opinion  that  no  common  law  right  of 
towing  exists.  But  I  wish  not  to  be  precluded  by  this  determination 
from  giving  an  opinion  on  the  question,  which  has  been  made  on  the 
pleadings,  whenever  it  shall  arise  in  future.  At  present  I  cannot  agree 
with  what  has  been  said  on  that  head.  This  is  not  like  the  case  of  toll 
thorough.  The  distinction,  which  has  been  made  between  toll  thorough 
and  toll  traverse,  is  not  where  the  question  arises  on  a  defence  merely, 
but  where  the  right  itself  of  taking  toll  has  come  in  question.  And  the 
distinction  taken  is,  that  the  party,  who  claims  toll  thorough  must  show 
a  consideration  for  it,  because  it  is  against  common  right ;  but  in  the 
case  of  toll  traverse,  no  consideration  need  be  shown,  because  that  is 
not  against  common  right.  Then  if  the  defendant  is  right  in  saying 
that  by  the  common  law  he  has  a  right  to  go  on  the  banks  of  navigable 
rivers,  he  need  not  show  any  consideration,  and  the  owner  of  the  land 
would  not  be  entitled  to  any  satisfaction  till  after  the  defendant  had 
used  the  towing-path.  Customs,  which  are  consistent,  ma}*  be  pleaded 
against  each  other.  And  the  party  pleading  a  general  custom  need  not 
show  the  modification  of  it,  which  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  right 
claimed  by  him.  The  case  of  Kenchin  v.  Knight,  1  Wils.  253,  is 
strong  to  this  point :  there  the  defendant  pleaded  a  custom  to  put  swine 
upon  a  common ;  to  which  the  plaintiff  replied  that  he  could  onty  put 
in  such  swine  as  were  rung,  without  traversing  the  custom  set  up  in  the 
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plea :  and  the  replication  was  held  good  on  demurrer,  because  the  cus- 
toms wei-e  not  inconsistent.  Now  here,  if  ever}-  subject  has  a  right  to 
tow  on  the  banks  making  a  reasonable  satisfaction,  it  is  not  necessary 
for  the  party  to  plead  such  satisfaction,  because  that  claim  arises  after- 
wards. And  if  it  were  otherwise,  it  would  be  attended  with  manifest 
inconvenience ;  because,  the  sum  not  being  ascertained,  it  would  be  a 
perpetual  dispute  between  the  owners  of  the  barges  and  the  land-owners 
how  much  should  be  paid,  which  would  be  destructive  of  the  right  of 
the  public,  and  the  navigation  would  be  stopped  till  the  quantum  was 
ascertained.  I  have  said  thus  much  on  the  subject  lest  I  should  be 
precluded  from  considering  the  question,  whenever  it  should  arise  ;  but 
in  the  present  case  I  am  of  opinion  against  the  common  law  right.  In 
addition  to  the  observations  made  on  the  cases  cited,  I  think  that  the 
instances  of  the  three  great  rivers  alluded  to  are  very  strong  against  the 
right.  From  what  passed  in  the  case  of  Vernon  v.  Prior,  it  seems 
as  if  Lord  Ch.  J.  Willes  entertained  a  wish  that  the  public  should  have 
this  right,  and  yet  he  could  find  no  legal  ground  on  which  to  support  it ; 
for  the  application  to  Parliament  in  1748  is  said  to  have  been  made  with 
his  approbation.  On  the  River  Trent  there  have  been  some  claims  of 
this  sort  of  a  more  recent  date  not  unworthy  notice.  The  persons  pas- 
sing there  with  barges  endeavored  to  set  up  this  right,  in  consequence 
of  which  several  actions  were  brought  against  the  barge-owners,  who, 
on  being  advised  that  they  could  not  support  the  right,  suffered  judg- 
ment to  go  by  default.  But  they  still  continued  their  towing,  on  which 
actions  were  again  brought  against  sixty  or  seventy  persons  at  the  same 
time,  and  then  they  abandoned  their  claim.  The  state  of  the  banks  of 
the  Thames  also  affords  a  strong  argument  against  this  common  law 
right ;  for  if  it  exist,  all  the  houses  built  on  those  banks  must  be  con- 
sidered as  nuisances. 

GROSE,  J.  It  is  enough  for  me  at  present  to  say  that  I  perfectly 
agree  in  the  general  position,  that  there  is  not  an}*  general  common 
law  right  of  towing.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff'. 


ANONYMOUS. 

NISI  PRIUS.    1808. 

[Reported  1  Camp.  517,  note."] 

ACTION  for  disturbing  plaintiffs  fishery  in  the  River  Tweed.  It  was 
proved  that  defendant's  ship  was  moored  against  a  rock  on  the  bank  of 
the  river,  where  she  delivered  her  cargo,  and  that  plaintiff  was  pre- 
vented by  the  situation  of  the  ship  from  taking  so  many  fish  as  he  would 
otherwise  have  done.  It  further  appeared,  that  ships  frequently  lay 
there,  waiting  for  a  wind,  and  that  there  were  mooring  rings  upon  the 
rock,  to  one  of  which  the  ship  in  question  was  fastened. 

WOOD,  B.     A  navigable  river  is  a  public  highway ;  and  all  persons 
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have  a  right  to  come  there  in  ships,  and  to  unload,  moor,  and  stay 
there  as  long  as  they  please.  Nevertheless,  if  they  abuse  that  right  so 
as  to  work  a  private  injury,  they  are  liable  to  an  action.  The  question 
will  therefore  be,  whether  the  defendant  has  abused  his  right?  The 
privilege  of  the  plaintiff  must  be  subservient  to  the  right  of  the  public. 
It  would  be  of  very  mischievous  consequences  if  the  owner  of  a  fisheiy 
could  prescribe  to  the  public  how  and  where  the}*  are  to  moor  in  a 
navigable  river.  The  only  case  I  remember  like  this,  was  where  a  man 
obstinately  refused  to  move  his  ship  from  opposite  a  wharf,  although  it 
would  have  been  just  the  same  if  he  had  moved  a  little  one  way  or  the 
other ;  and  therefore  he  abused  his  right,  and  the  plaintiff  recovered. 
The  defendant  had  a  right  to  moor  and  remain  where  his  ship  lay,  as 
long  as  convenience  required.  Yet  if  he  acted  wantonl}-  and  maliciously 
for  the  purpose  of  injuring  the  fishery,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  verdict, 
but  not  otherwise.1 
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CHANCERY  DIVISION.     1877. 

[Reported  5  Ch.  D.  713.] 

THE  plaintiffs,  who  were  coal-merchants,  were  lessees  and  occupiers 
of  a  wharf  known  as  Keepier  Wharf,  abutting  on  the  River  Thames  at 
Ratcliff,  having  a  frontage  of  125  feet  on  the  river.  On  the  west  side 
of  the  said  wharf  was  a  wharf  and  a  dock  known  as  Ratcliff  Cross  Dock, 
occupied  by  the  defendant,  and  abutting  on  the  river.  On  the  east  side 
of  Keepie*  Wharf  was  a  public  landing-place  projecting  on  the  river, 
and  preventing  any  vessel  lying  alongside  the  said  wharf  from  over- 
lapping on  the  east  side  of  such  wharf. 

The  plaintiffs  issued  their  writ  on  the  25th  of  November,  1875. 

The  statement  of  claim  alleged  that  the  plaintiffs,  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  their  business,  employed  a  steam  collier  known  as  the  Lud- 
worth,  which  was  brought  alongside  their  wharf  for  the  purpose  of  un- 
loading, and  that  this  vessel,  being  175  feet  in  keel,  and  not  being  able 
to  overlap  on  the  east  side  of  the  wharf,  was  obliged  to  overlap  the 
adjoining  wharf  of  the  defendant. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  defendant  had  lately  moored  or  at- 
tached by  iron  chains  to  the  extremity  of  his  wharf,  next  to  that  of  the 
plaintiffs',  large  wooden  obstructions,  and  that  such  obstructions  floated 
on  the  river  when  the  tide  was  up,  and  projected  for  some  distance  into 
the  river,  and  prevented  the  plaintiffs  from  bringing  the  Ludworth  along- 
side their  wharf  and  there  unloading  it ;  that  such  obstructions  amounted 
to  a  public  nuisance,  as  interfering  with  the  navigation  of  the  river,  and 
the  plaintiffs  had  requested  the  Conservators  of  the  Thames  to  remove 

1  See  Peoples  Ice  Co.  v.  Excelsior,  44  Mich.  229  ;  Woodman  v.  Pitman,  79  Me. 
456  ;  Cobb  T.  Bennett,  75  Pa.  326. 
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them,  but  the}*  had  declined  to  interfere ;  and  that  such  obstructions 
occasioned  special  and  serious  damage  to  the  plaintiffs. 

The  plaintiffs  claimed  that  the  defendant  might  be  restrained  from 
allowing  the  said  obstructions  to  remain  so  as  to  prevent  the  Ludworth 
from  coming  and  remaining  alongside  their  wharf  for  the  purpose  of  un- 
loading ;  and  that  the  damage  sustained  by  the  plaintiffs  from  the  acts  of 
the  defendant  might  be  assessed  and  paid  to  them  b}-  the  defendant. 

An  interim  injunction  was  obtained  by  the  plaintiffs. 

The  defendant,  b}'  his  statement  of  defence  and  counter-claim,  de- 
livered the  6th  of  March,  1876,  stated  that  the  entrance  to  his 
dock  called  Ratcliff  Cross  Dock,  was  41  feet  wide,  and  the  east  side 
of  such  entrance  was  48  feet  distant  from  the  west  side  of  Keepier 
Wharf;  that  the  Ludworth  when  moored  alongside  Keepier  Wharf, 
overlapped  the  defendant's  wharf  and  dock  52  feet,  her  stern  extending 
5  feet  in  front  of  the  dock  gates,  and  at  low  water  she  lay  on  the  fore- 
shore between  high  and  low  water,  and  rested  on  the  campshed  and 
piles  in  front  of  the  defendant's  wharf;  that  the  wooden  obstructions 
referred  to  in  the  statement  of  claim  were  merely  an  ordinary  raft  of 
timber  for  the  use  of  the  defendant ;  that  it  had  alwa}-s  been  the  custom 
on  the  River  Thames  for  owners  of  dry  docks  to  moor  such  rafts  of  tim- 
ber in  front  of  their  wharves,  and  that  the  defendant's  raft  was  so 
moored  by  permission  of  the  Conservators  of  the  Thames.  The  de- 
fendant denied  that  the  raft  was  a  public  nuisance,  or  occasioned  any 
damage  or  loss  to  the  plaintiffs. 

The  defendant,  by  way  of  counter-claim,  stated  that  the  plaintiffs  hr d 
on  several  occasions  moored  the  Ludworth  so  as  to  overlap  the  defend- 
ant's wharf,  and  so  moored  her  at  unreasonable  times,  and  kept  her  so 
moored  for  an  unreasonable  time,  thus  depriving  the  defendant  of  all 
access  to,  and  the  use  of  the  frontage  to  that  part  of  his  wharf  which 
lay  between  his  dock-gates  and  the  plaintiff  company's  wharf,  and  was 
a  serious  and  dangerous  obstruction  to  the  access  to  the  defendant's 
dock,  and  vessels  entering  and  leaving  the  same  were  exposed  to  great 
risk  of  collision  with  the  steamer,  and  that  by  reason  of  such  obstruc- 
tion the  defendant  was  obliged  to  employ  more  time  and  labor  in  dock- 
ing and  undocking  ships  than  would  otherwise  be  necessary.  The 
defendant  alleged  that  on  one  occasion  the  Ludworth  remained  moored 
for  twenty  hours,  thereb}*  greatly  delaying  the  undocking  of  a  vessel. 

The  defendant  claimed  that  the  plaintiffs  might  be  restrained  b}'  in- 
junction from  mooring  the  Ludworth,  or  any  other  vessel,  so  as  to  ob- 
struct the  access  to  the  defendant's  dock  and  wharf;  secondly,  that  if 
the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  so  to 
moor  their  steamer  or  other  vessel,  that  they  might  be  restrained  from 
doing  so  except  at  reasonable  times,  and  from  keeping  it  so  moored, 
except  for  a  reasonable  time  ;  thirdly,  that  damages  might  be  awarded 
to  the  defendant  in  respect  of  the  wrongful  acts  of  the  plaintiffs. 

It  appeared  that  there  had  been  for  a  considerable  time  an  agreement 
between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendant,  under  which  the  plaintiffs  were 
VOL.  n.  —  36 
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authorized  to  berth  the  Ludworth  opposite  their  wharf  at  a  distance  of 
about  twentj'-five  feet,  but  not  so  as  to  interfere  with  the  access  of  ves- 
sels to  and  from  the  defendant's  dock.  This  agreement  expired  on  the 
10th  of  October,  1875. 

Witnesses  were  examined  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defend- 
ant. It  appeared  that  the  plaintiffs'  wharf  had  been  used  for  the  pur- 
poses of  their  trade  for  twenty -three  }"ears  ;  that  the  steam-collier,  though 
overlapping  the  defendant's  wharf,  did  not,  in  fact,  interfere  with  access 
thereto,  inasmuch  as  the  defendant  admitted  that  he  did  not  use  the 
premises  for  the  purposes  of  a  wharf.  The  defendant  said  that  the  raft 
complained  of  by  the  plaintiffs  was  a  raft  of  timber  logs  used  for  the 
purpose  of  his  business  as  a  repairer  of  ships,  but  admitted  that  after 
the  said  agreement  came  to  an  end  it  was  attached  to  his  wharf  in 
such  way  as  to  obstruct  the  access  of  the  collier  to  the  plaintiffs' 
wharf. 

With  regard  to  the  alleged  interference  with  the  access  of  vessels 
to  and  from  the  defendant's  dock,  according  to  the  defendant's  evi- 
dence, about  seventy  vessels  came  in  and  out  of  his  dock  in  the  course 
of  the  year :  sometimes  two  vessels  entered  or  left  the  dock  the  same 
day.  The  time  when  free  access  was  required  to  the  dock-gates  was 
two  hours  and  a  half  or  three  hours  before  the  flood-tide.  Evidence 
was  adduced  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  when  the  collier  was  at 
her  moorings  there  was  greater  risk  to  vessels  entering  or  leaving  the 
dock  than  at  other  times,  and  that  the  employment  of  additional  hands 
had  occasionally  been  rendered  necessan% 

Roxburgh,  Q.  C.,  Caldecott,  and  Edward  Ford,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Chitty,  Q.  C.,  Laing,  and  R.  E.  Webster,  for  the  defendant. 

JESSEL,  M.  R.,  after  some  observations  as  to  the  conduct  of  the  parties, 
continued :  — 

What  is  the  law,  first  of  all,  as  regards  obstruction?  The  plaintiffs 
say  in  effect,  "  The  Thames  is  a  public  highwa}-  navigable  by  all  her 
Majesty's  subjects  in  a  reasonable  manner  and  for  reasonable  purposes, 
and  the  defendant  has  no  right  to  obstruct  the  highwa}*."  The  first 
question  is,  Do  the  plaintiffs  navigate  it  in  a  reasonable  manner  and  for 
a  reasonable  purpose  ?  Unquestionabl}'  they  do.  The  vessel  they  use 
is  not  a  long  vessel  compared  with  others  in  the  trade  for  which  it  is 
used.  It  is  not  denied  that  it  is  a  vessel  of  ordinary  length.  Some  are 
longer,  and  some  are  shorter.  It  is  a  reasonable  vessel  for  the  purpose. 
It  comes  for  a  reasonable  and  proper  purpose,  to  bring  coal  to  the 
Thames,  where  coal  has  been  delivered  now  for  ages  ;  and  it  comes  to 
a  wharf  which  has  been  used  certainly  for  twenty-three  j-ears,  and  prob- 
ably for  longer,  as  a  coal  wharf.  Therefore  they  are  using  the  river 
for  a  reasonable  purpose  with  a  reasonable  vessel  and  in  a  reasonable 
way.  Thej*  have  a  right  to  go  to  their  own  wharf,  and  not  the  less  a 
right  because  in  mooring  the  vessel  out  in  the  stream,  twenty-five  feet 
from  the  shore,  that  vessel  projects  over  some  other  wharf  or  some  other 
part  of  the  shore.  There  is  no  law  which  says  that  your  vessel  shall  be 
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the  exact  length  of  your  wharf  and  no- longer,  any  more  than  there  is 
any  law  that  your  carriage,  or  your  wagon,  shall  be  the  exact  length  of 
the  breadth  of  your  door,  or  your  frontage  to  the  street.  It  is  not 
illegal  to  bring  in  a  coal  wagon  which  is  a  good  deal  longer  than  the 
frontage  of  your  house,  in  front  of  your  house  to  deliver  the  coal ;  other- 
wise people  who  have  small  houses  could  never  have  a  coal  wagon  full 
of  coals.  Nobody  says  that  anything  of  the  sort  is  illegal.  Conse- 
quently, all  that  the}'  have  done  was  perfectly  legal,  perfectly  right,  and 
perfectly  usual,  —  subject  to  what  I  am  going  to  say. 

In  ascertaining,  however,  the  reasonableness  of  the  acts  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, one  consideration  must  not  be  overlooked.  Besides  a  reasonable 
right  of  access,  they  have  a  reasonable  right  of  stopping,  as  well  as  of 
going  and  returning  in  the  use  of  the  highway.  But  what  is  a  reason- 
able right  of  stopping  ?  That  must  depend  upon  circumstances.  You 
cannot  lay  down  a  priori  what  is  reasonable.  You  must  know  all  the 
circumstances.  It  would  be  clearly  reasonable,  for  instance,  if  a  wheel 
came  off  an  omnibus  in  the  middle  of  a  highway,  for  a  blacksmith  to 
be  sent  for  to  put  the  wheel  on  the  omnibus  if  that  were  the  easiest 
mode  of  moving  it  out  of  the  way.  and  the  omnibus  might  lawfully  stop 
there  until  the  wheel  was  put  on,  in  order  to  take  it  out  of  the  way,  if 
that  were  the  best  mode  of  taking  it  out  of  the  way  and  a  reasonable 
and  usual  mode.  Nobody  would  den}*  that  if  the  blacksmith  chose  to 
carry  on  his  trade  of  repairing  omnibuses  immediately  opposite  his  own 
house,  and,  for  that  purpose,  not  keeping  any  one  omnibus  more  than  a 
reasonable  time  for  his  work,  he  kept  omnibuses  opposite  his  house,  or 
shop,  or  smithy-door  for  that  purpose,  that  would  be  an  obstruction  of 
the  highway,  and  would  be  a  nuisance.  You  must  look  at  the  circum- 
stances. So,  again,  it  is  perfectly  reasonable  that  A.  shall  put  his  car- 
riage before  his  house  door,  even  although  it  may  overlap  his  neighbor's 
door.  For  instance,  take  the  houses  which  have  been  divided,  —  houses 
in  Portland  Place  ;  that  is  a  familiar  instance  to  me,  and  I  dare  say  to 
most  of  us,  —  where  two  doors  immediately  adjoin.  It  is  impossible  to 
draw  up  a  carriage  to  the  one  without  overlapping  the  other.  There  is  no 
doubt  that  it  is  quite  a  reasonable  thing  to  stop  a  carriage  there  for  the 
purpose  of  taking  up  and  setting  down,  or  even  for  the  purpose  of  wait- 
ing there  a  reasonable  time.  But  suppose  the  neighbor's  carriage  comes 
up,  and  wants  either  to  take  up  or  to  set  down,  it  would  be  monstrous 
to  hold  that  the  coachman  of  the  first  carriage  should  not  move  out  of 
the  way.  It  would  then  become  unreasonable.  When  he  sees  the 
neighbor's  carriage  coming  up,  he  is  then  bound  to  get  out  of  the  way, 
and  he  commits  a  private  nuisance  to  his  neighbor,  in  the  nature  of  a 
public  nuisance,  by  stopping  before  his  door  and  preventing  his  coming 
up,  he  not  requiring  to  stop  there.  In  that  case,  therefore,  if  he  per- 
sisted in  doing  this  day  after  day,  I  have  no  doubt  that  his  neighbors 
might  bring  an  action  against  him  and  get,  no  doubt,  nominal  damages  ; 
but  nominal  damages  would  establish  the  right  and  carry  the  costs. 
That  is  a  simple  illustration  of  what  I  mean. 
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In  the  same  way  it  is  not  unreasonable  that  your  neighbor  should 
give  an  evening  part}*  occasionally,  and  that  there  should  be  a  file  of 
carriages  running  across  your  door  or  opposite  your  door.  But  it  would 
be  very  unreasonable  if  anybody  did  not  break  the  file  to  allow  your 
carriage  to  come  up  to  your  own  door,  and  still  more  unreasonable  if, 
instead  of  giving  parties  occasionally,  as  people  do,  your  neighbor  were 
to  turn  his  house  into  an  assembly  room  or  for  some  private  purpose, 
in  consequence  of  which  a  file  of  carriages  came  every  da}*,  and  ob- 
structed the  carriage-way  to  your  house.  I  only  give  these  as  illustra- 
tions. The  law  is  quite  clear.  The  question  of  reasonableness  has 
been  said  to  be  a  question  for  a  jury.  It  must  be  reasonable  user,  and 
nothing  else. 

Let  me  toy  this  question  of  reasonable  user  as  regards  the  collier,  as 
I  will  afterwards  with  respect  to  what  is  alleged  in  the  counter-claim. 
Is  it  reasonable,  when  there  are  two  wharves  on  the  Thames,  and  one 
man  has  a  wharf  of  a  certain  length  and  another  of  a  certain  length, 
and  the  length  of  one  wharf  is  less  than  the  length  of  the  steam-collier 
which  comes  opposite  to  it,  that  that  steam-collier  should  stop  opposite 
the  other  man's  wharf  and  impede  the  access  thereto?  I  say  that  is 
utterly  unreasonable :  each  man  has  a  property  in  his  wharf,  a  profit- 
able property,  and  he  has  a  reasonable  right  of  access,  the  same  as  his 
neighbor ;  and,  therefore,  if  he  were  using  the  wharf  for  vessels  along- 
side of  it,  -as  the  other  was  using  the  wharf  for  vessels  alongside 
of  it,  what  right  has  the  one  to  impede  the  access  of  the  other?  As 
a  general  rule  he  has  no  such  right.  Where,  however,  the  one  is  not 
using  his  wharf  for  that  purpose,  which  is  the  case  here,  he  cannot 
object  to  his  neighbor's  vessel  lying  opposite  in  the  'river,  because  it 
does  not  injure  him.  If  this  defendant  had  been  carrying  on  the  busi- 
ness of  a  wharfinger  and  using  it  for  vessels  coming  up,  I  should  have 
held  it  most  unreasonable  for  the  collier  to  stand  in  the  way  to  prevent 
his  carrying  on  his  trade  in  the  regular  way.  It  would  be,  in  fact,  an 
attempt  by  the  plaintiffs  to  appropriate,  without  payment,  the  use  of 
the  defendant's  wharf  when  both  were  carrying  on  the  trade.  But,  in 
the  present  case,  it  is  not  so.  The  defendant  has  never  used  his  wharf 
as  a  wharf,  but  has  merely  made  use  of  his  property  in  a  legal  way,  as 
he  has  a  right  to  do,  as  a  kind  of  dry  dock  for  the  repairing  of  vessels  ; 
and  the  only  access  he  wants  is  useful  and  commodious  access  for  his 
vessels  through  the  gates  of  the  dry  dock  when  he  is  docking  and  un- 
docking  vessels.  It  follows  from  what  I  have  said,  that  the  plaintiffs 
have  no  right  to  come  there  and  stop  there  so  as  to  impede  that  access. 
If  they  do  come  there  and  stop  there  before  his  wharf  so  as  to  impede 
his  reasonable  access  to  his  dock-gates,  I  should  say  they  were  commit- 
ting a  nuisance,  and  liable  to  an  action. 

What  does  that  mean  ?  It  means  this,  that  the}'  must  not  stop  opposite 
to  the  entrance  of  the  defendant's  dock  during  the  hours  he  wants  it. 
He  does  not  want  it  everyday.  This  is  proved  in  evidence  by  himself. 

His  evidence  shows  that  he  uses  his  dock  for  about  100  days  in  the  year. 
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It  follows  that  every  other  day  in  the  year  except  those  100  days  the 
plaintiffs  have  a  clear  right,  which  ought  not  to  be  interfered  with ;  be- 
cause the  defendant  does  not  use  his  wharf  for  any  other  purpose,  and 
even  on  these  100  da}'s  he  does  not  want  it  all  day.  According  to  his 
account,  he  wants  it  for  two  hours  and  a  half  or  three  hours  before  the 
flood-tide. 

Therefore  the  steamer  has  a  right  to  be  there,  as  far  as  he  is  con- 
cerned, for  all  the  other  hours  of  the  da}T.  But  supposing  it  is  there 
opposite  his  dock-gates  when  he  wants  to  dock  and  undock,  it  ought  to 
go  out  of  the  way.  It  has  no  right  to  be  there,  and  when  it  is  asked  to 
go  out  of  the  way  it  should  go  out  of  the  way ;  and  even  without  ask- 
ing, when  they  see  that  a  vessel  is  coming  up  to  be  docked  or  undocked, 
it  ought  to  go  out  of  the  wa}\  But  still  it  has  a  right  to  be  there,  moving 
out  of  the  way  when  it  is  impeding  the  access.  It  is  merely  lying  in 
the  river,  a  public  highway,  for  a  lawful  purpose,  — for  discharging  its 
cargo.  —  and  therefore  it  has  a  right  to  be  there.  That  being  so,  it  fol- 
lows from  what  I  have  said  that  the  defendant  had  no  right  to  stop  the 
access  of  the  vessel  to  its  berth.  The  steam-collier  had  a  right  to  go 
to  her  berth,  a  right  to  navigate  the  river,  and  be  in  the  river,  and  she 
had  a  clear  right  to  do  so  two  thirds  of  the  days  in  the  year,  and  for 
nine  tenths  of  every  da}'  of  the  remaining  100  days.  Now,  what  the 
defendant  has  done  is  this :  he  has  stopped  her  getting  there  at  all.  He 
has  put  an  obstruction  in  the  river  which  prevents  her  getting  there  any 
da}-  of  the  year,  or  at  any  time,  —  which  clearly  is  wrong.  As  to  the  way 
the  obstruction  is  fastened,  that  does  not  matter.  The  defendant  him- 
self said  it  was  fastened  to  the  wharf  in  such  a  way,  and  purposely  so 
fastened,  that  the  plaintiffs'  vessel  could  not  get  up  at  all  to  her  berth. 
It  was  intended  to  be  so.  That  was  clearly  an  illegal  obstruction  in  the 
public  highway. 

One  need  not  discuss  the  exact  nature  of  the  obstruction,  or  how  it 
was  fastened,  because  it  was  admitted  that  it  was  fastened  in  such  a 
way  as  to  prevent,  and  did  prevent,  the  collier  getting  up.  Therefore 
that  obstruction  was  unlawful. 

I  will  notice  the  two  justifications,  or  attempted  justifications,  which 
were  made  for  putting  it  there.  First  of  all,  it  was  said  that  it  was  put 
there,  being  in  fact  a  raft  of  timber  logs  which  were  used  by  the  defend- 
ant in  his  business  as  a  repairer  of  ships,  and  that  he  had  a  right  to  put 
his  logs  there.  That,  in  my  opinion,  is  no  defence  at  all.  You  have 
no  right  to  obstruct  a  public  highway ;  whether  it  is  useful  to  }'ourself  ' 
or  not,  that  is  quite  immaterial.  It  is  no  answer  to  say  that  you  use  it 
for  carrying  on  }'our  business.  The  answer  is,  that  the  Thames  is  not 
a  timber  pond.  You  have  no  right  to  make  that  use  of  the  Thames, 
which  is  a  navigable  highwaj'.  No  doubt  it  may  be  done  where  it  does 
not  interfere  with  the  access  of  the  public,  —  it  may  happen  on  other 
parts  of  the  river,  where  it  does  not  interfere  with  the  vessels  going  or 
returning,  passing  or  repassing,  because  the  Conservators  may  not  in- 
terfere, and  may  allow  3-011  to  moor  timber.  But  it  is  quite  plain  that 
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that  is  not  the  proper  mode  of  using  the  highway.  It  is  not  a  reason- 
able use  of  the  highway  to  keep  your  timber  logs  there  for  a  longer 
time  than  is  necessary  to  take  them  to  your  dock.  You  must  not  keep 
them  there  as  a  reserve,  to  be  used  in  the  satne  manner  as  a  timber 
dock.  It  is  no  answer  at  all.  Then,  if  you  do  moor  timbers  there,  you 
must  not  tix  them  in  such  a  way  that  vessels  cannot  get  up  to  the  ad- 
joining wharf;  because  the  real  point  in  the  case  and  the  gravamen  of 
the  charge  against  the  defendant  is  that  he  prevents  the  access  of 
the  plaintiffs'  vessel.  Therefore  his  so  fixing  the  timber  would  be 
wrong. 

The  other  ground  of  defence  which  struck  me  as  a  very  odd  one  was 
this,  that  the  defendant  knew  the  plaintiffs'  vessel  would  stay  there  for  a 
long  time,  and  therefore  he  had  a  right  to  obstruct  her.  The  answer  is, 
he  could  not  know  it  beforehand,  because,  as  I  have  said  before,  he  might 
have  obstructed  her  for  every  day  in  the  year,  at  least  for  two  thirds  of 
the  days,  when  it  would  have  been  no  injury  to  him  if  she  did  not  staj- 
an  unreasonable  time,  and,  even  on  other  days,  how  could  he  tell  before- 
hand that  she  was  going  to  stay  an  unreasonable  time?  It  seems  to  me 
to  be  no  defence  whatever  as  regards  the  plaintiffs'  action,  which,  in  my 
view  of  the  law,  is  an  undefended  action. 

Now,  I  come  to  the  counter-claim.  I  have  alread}*  ruled  that  the 
counter-claim,  as  regards  damages,  is  confined  to  the  writ.  The 
counter-claim  is  founded,  as  I  understand,  upon  nuisance.  I  have 
already  said  that  if  even  less  than  is  alleged  in  the  counter-claim  were 
proved,  the  defendant  would  be  entitled  to  succeed  in  the  action.  I  do 
not  say  that  it  is  necessary  to  prove  a  case  of  danger.  Interference 
with  reasonable  access  to  his  own  property  is,  in  my  own  opinion,  such 
a  nuisance  as  would  maintain  an  action.  But  as  a  good  deal  of  evi- 
dence has  been  gone  into  upon  that  point  of  danger,  I  must  say  that 
in  my  opinion,  although  I  think  there  was  some  slight  additional  risk, 
there  was  really  nothing  of  any  importance  as  regards  danger ;  and  I 
think  the  defendant's  own  conduct  shows  it.  He  is  a  reasonable  man 
of  business ;  and  if  there  were  any  serious  danger,  he  would  not  have 
allowed  the  vessels  to  be  docked  and  undocked  whilst  the  collier  was 
there.  I  think  more  of  men's  conduct  than  men's  opinions.  But,  as 
regards  expense,  there  is  clearly  additional  expense.  The  plaintiffs 
have  no  right  to  impose  even  an  addition  of  two  men  for  two  or  three 
hours  on  the  defendant ;  and  they  have  no  right,  as  I  said  before,  to  in- 
terfere with  his  reasonable  access,  and  if  this  had  been  proved,  I  should 
have  given,  no  doubt,  very  small  damages ;  but  I  should  not  have 
granted  an  injunction,  for  this  reason,  that  the  plaintiffs  do  not  claim  a 
right  to  obstruct.  They  deny  the  obstruction. 

This  being  the  state  of  the  matter,  although  I  think  the  defendant's 
contention  reasonable  to  this  extent,  that  he  has  a  right  to  say  that  the 
plaintiffs  shall  not  deprive  him  of  a  valuable  property  which  belongs  to 
him,  by  keeping  their  collier  opposite  his  wharf  for  an  unreasonable  time 
and  for  an  unreasonable  purpose,  still,  as  he  has  not  made  out  that  case 
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at  present,  there  are  no  grounds  upon  which  I  can  give  him  judgment 
on  his  counter-claii:  \ 

Therefore,  all  that  remains  for  me  is  to  make  the  injunction,  which  I 
have  already  granted,  perpetual,  and  to  give  the  plaintiffs  the  costs  of 
the  action. 


REECE  v.   MILLER. 

QUEEN'S  BENCH  DIVISION.     1882. 

[Reported  8  Q.  B.  D.  626.] 

CASE  stated  by  justices  under  20  &  21  Viet.  c.  43,  the  facts  of  which 
were  in  substance  as  follows. 

An  information  had  been  laid  on  behalf  of  the  respondents,  in  which 
it  was  alleged  that  the  appellant,  on  the  7th  day  of  October,  1881,  at 
Cadorey,  in  the  county  of  Monmouth,  did  attempt  to  take  fish  in  the 
River  Wye,  wherein  the  respondents  had  a  private  right  of  fishery  (11 
&  12  Viet.  c.  43). 

The  case  came  on  for  hearing  upon  the  19th  day  of  November,  1881, 
when  the  appellant  appeared  and  admitted  the  act  of  fishing  as  alleged 
in  the  information,  but  alleged  that  the  Wye  was  an  ancient  navigable 
river,  and  also  tidal  at  the  spot  in  question,  which  facts,  he  alleged, 
raised  a  presumption  that  the  public  had  a  right  to  fish  there,  that  he 
as  one  of  the  public  claimed  such  right,  and  that  this  claim  ousted  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  justices  to  hear  the  case. 

On  the  part  of  the  respondents  it  was  contended,  first,  that  the  River 
Wye,  although  an  ancient  navigable  river,  was  not  at  the  spot  in  ques- 
tion tidal,  and  therefore  the  presumption  referred  to  by  the  appellant 
did  not  arise  ;  and  secondly,  that,  even  if  it  was  tidal,  in  the  face  of  the 
evidence  they  were  ready  to  produce  in  support  of  their  claim  to  a  pri- 
vate fishei-y,  the  claim  of  the  appellant  was  unreasonable,  and  not  such 
a  one  as  ought  to  oust  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices.  The  justices 
decided  to  hear  the  evidence  on  both  points,  and  found  as  follows. 
With  regard  to  the  question  whether  the  river  was  tidal  or  not  at  this 
spot,  it  was  proved  that  the  water  was  not  salt  there,  and  that  in  ordi- 
nary tides  it  was  unaffected  by  an}'  tidal  influence,  but  that  upon  the 
occasion  of  very  high  tides  the  rising  of  the  salt  water  in  the  lower 
parts  of  the  river  dammed  back  the  fresh  water  and  caused  it  upon 
those  occasions  to  rise  and  fall  with  the  flow  and  ebb  of  the  Severn  tide 
at  the  place  in  question,  which  rise  and  fall,  and  not  the  saltness  of  the 
water,  constituted,  the  appellant  contended,  a  tidal  river.  With  regard 
to  the  title  to  a  private  fisher}-,  it  was  shown  that  the  respondents  held 
it  under  a  lease  under  seal  granted  by  the  Duke  of  Beaufort.  It  was 
also  proved  by  evidence,  parti}'  documentary  and  partly  oral,  that  the 
duke  had  received  rent  for  the  fishery  from  the  year  1777  continuously 
down  to  the  commencement  of  the  respondents'  tenancy.  There  were 
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also  produced  a  grant  from  the  Crown  in  the  reign  of  Edward  VI.,  by 
which  the  manor  of  Trelleck,  with  the  fisheries  attached,  which  included 
the  fishery  in  question,  was  granted  to  William  Herbert ;  proceedings  on 
a  quo  warranto  in  the  reign  of  Queen  Elizabeth,  by  which  the  title  of 
the  then  Earl  of  Pembroke  under  the  grant  aforesaid  was  inquired  into 
and  confirmed  ;  a  lease  of  the  fishery  granted  in  1804  by  the  Duke  of 
Beaufort  to  Edward  Lucas  ;  and  two  certificates  granted  by  the  Fishery 
Commissioners  in  1868,  by  which  the  right  of  the  Duke  of  Beaufort  to 
maintain  various  fixed  engines  in  the  fishery  was  established.  Evi- 
dence was  given  by  a  witness  eighty-one  years  of  age  that  he  had  fished 
the  waters  nearly  all  his  life  without  making  any  payment  to  any  one. 

The  justices  convicted  the  appellant,  and  fined  him  five  shillings, 
with  costs. 

The  question  for  the  court  was,  whether  the  claim  of  right  set  up  by 
the  appellant  was  sufficient  to  oust  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices. 

Cripps,  for  the  appellant. 

Held,  for  the  respondents. 

GROVE,  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  was  not  in  the  present  case 
an}*  such  reasonable  claim  of  right  as  to  oust  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
magistrates.  The  appellant  claimed  to  fish  as  one  of  the  public,  and 
could  only  so  claim  on  the  ground  that  the  water  in  which  he  was  fish- 
ing was  a  tidal  navigable  river.  The  only  evidence  of  any  exercise  of 
the  right  claimed  on  the  part  of  the  public  was  given  by  a  witness 
eight}--one  years  of  age,  who  had  fished  without  making  any  payment 
to  any  one.  There  is  no  evidence  under  what  circumstances  he  fished, 
and  the  evidence  of  the  exercise  of  this  right  is  so  slight  as  to  come  to 
nothing.  The  evidence  as  to  the  character  of  the  River  Wye  at  the 
spot  in  question  was  that  the  water  was  not  salt  there,  and  that  in  ordi- 
nary tides  it  was  unaffected  by  any  tidal  influence,  but  that  upon  the 
occasion  of  very  high  tides  the  rising  of  the  salt  water  in  the  lower  parts 
of  the  river  dammed  back  the  fresh  water,  and  caused  it  upon  those 
occasions  to  rise  and  fall  with  the  flow  and  ebb  of  the  tide.  The  ques- 
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tioii  what  constitutes  a  tidal  navigable  riverjias— b£cn_disbussed~Hn 
various  cases,  and  in  iny  judgment  a  river  is  not  rendered  tidal,  for 
this  ptirpose,"at  the  pbtte  in  qiieal44mJ3^tHe^ftu.'i  ^nd^  'fc  ma3"  De  affected 
by  the  tide  as'^rtescrlbed^  in  this  case  on  the  occasion  of  unusually 
high  t,iilfi»^whpn  ti1^  flrt.inp  oM.ho  tide  is  reinforced  by  a  strong  wind, 
or  some-auch  eAuuptioiral  circumstance  causes  the  tide  to  rise  unusually 
high.  In  order  that  the  river  may  be  tidal  at  the  spot  in  question  it 
may  not  be  necessary  that  the  water  should  be  salt,  but  it  seems  to  me 
that  the  spot  must  be  one  where  the  tide  in  the  ordinary  and  regular 
course  of  things  flows  and  reflows.  There  is  no  case  which  shows  that, 
because  at  exceptional!}-  high  tides  some  portion  of  the  river  is  dammed 
up  and  prevented  from  flowing  down,  and  so  rises  and  falls  with  the 
tide,  that  portion  of  the  river  can  be  called  tidal.  It  is  unnecessarj-  to 
go  through  all  the  authorities  on  the  subject.  In  Hale,  De  Jure  Maris  ; 
Hargrave's  Law  Tracts,  12,  the  public  right  of  fishing  in  rivers  is 
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treated  of  in  connection  with  the  king's  interest  in  arms  of  the  sea. 
There  seems  strong  ground,  from  the  whole  of  the  passage,  for  thinking 
that  the  public  right  of  fishing  was  considered  by  the  author  as  coexten- 
sive with  the  right  of  the  Crown  over  the  river  for  public  purposes. 
Lord  Hale,  C.  J.,  there  says:  "Herein  there  will  be  these  things 
examinable:  1st.  What  shall  be  said  the  shore  or  littus  marts;  2d. 
What  shall  be  said  an  arm  or  creek  of  the  sea.  .  .  .  For  the  first  of 
these,  it  is  certain  that  that  which  the  sea  overflows  either  at  high  spring 
tides  or  at  extraordinary  tides  comes  not  as  to  this  purpose  under  the 
denomination  littus  marts,  and  consequently  the  king's  title  is  not  of 
that  large  extent,  but  to  land  that  is  usually  overflowed  at  ordinary 
tides.  .  .  .  For  the  second,  that  is  called  an  arm  of  the  sea  where  the 
sea  flows  and  reflows  ;  so  that  the  river  of  Thames  above  Kingston,  and 
the  river  of  Severn  above  Tewkesbury,  though  they  are  public  rivers, 
are  not  arms  of  the  sea.  But  it  seems  that  although  the  water  be  fresh 
at  high  water,  }*et  the  denomination  of  an  arm  of  the  sea  continues  if  it 
flow  and  reflow  as  in  Thames  above  the  bridge." 

In  the  present  case  there  is  no  regular  flow  and  reflow  of  the  tide  at 
the  spot  in  question,  but  only  an  occasional  damming  back  of  the  water. 
The  law  on  the  subject  of  the  right  of  the  public  to  fish  in  rivers  is  laid 
down  in  the  case  of  Mussett  v.  Burch,  35  L.  T.  N.  S.  486,  by  Cleasby, 
B.  He  says :  "The  case  in  the  Irish  Reports,  Murphy  v.  Ryan,  Ir. 
Rep.  2  C.  L.  143,  is  decisive  on  the  point  before  us.  It  expressly  de- 
cides that  the  public  cannot  acquire  by  immemorial  usage  any  right  of 
fishing  in  a  river  in  which,  though  it  be  navigable,  the  tide  does  not 
ebb  and  flow." 

For  this  purpose,  as  I  have  already  said,  it  seems  to  me  that  "  tidal 
navigable  river  "  means  that  part  of  the  river  which  under  ordinary  cir- 
cumstances is  tidal  and  navigable  as  such,  and  it  is  not  enough  to  show 
that  sometimes,  under  unusual  circumstances,  the  river  at  the  place  in 
question  is  affected  by  the  tide.  For  the  purposes  of  the  right  claimed, 
the  place  must  be  one  which  may  be  fairly  said  to  be  within  the  influ- 
ence of  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tides  in  the  ordinary  course  of  things. 
It  does  not  seem  to  me  reasonable  that,  in  everj-  part  of  a  river  which 
may  be  affected  by  exceptionally  high  tides,  and  in  which  the  water 
ma}'  be  occasionally  to  some  extent  backed  up  in  consequence,  there 
should  be  a  public  right  of  fishing.  For  these  reasons  I  do  not  think 
that  in  the  present  case  any  reasonable  claim  to  a  public  right  of  fish- 
ing was  made  out.  That  being  so,  Hargreaves  v.  Diddams,  Law  Rep. 
10  Q.  B.  582,  and  Hudson  v.  Macrae,  4  B.  &  S.  585,  are  authorities 
to  show  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  was  not  ousted.  It  may  be 
observed  that  the  evidence  of  a  private  right  of  fishing  was  very  strong, 
though,  if  the  appellant  had  made  out  a  good  prima  facie  title  to  fish 
as  one  of  the  public,  it  might  not  perhaps  be  competent  to  us  to  con- 
sider that.  It  does,  however,  seem  material  as  negativing  any  exercise 
bv  the  public  of  the  supposed  right  set  up  by  the  appellant.  For  these 
reasons  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  was  right. 
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STEPHEN,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  whole  question  comes 
ultimately  into  a  very  narrow  compass.  The  only  claim  set  up  is  one 
of  a  right  on  the  part  of  the  public  to  fish  in  a  navigable  tidal  river. 
The  fact  that  the  flow  of  water  is  affected  as  described  under  peculiar 
and  exceptional  circumstances,  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  sufficient  to  make 
this  a  tidal  river  within  the  meaning  of  the  authorities  on  this  subject. 
The  case  of  Home  v.  McKenzie,  6  Cl.  &  F.  628,  has  been  relied  on  by 
the  appellant ;  but  the  question  there  was  quite  different  from  that  in 
the  present  case.  The  question  there  was  not  what  constitutes  a  tide, 
but  what  for  the  purposes  of  Salmon  Fishery  Acts  was  to  be  considered 
river,  and  what  sea.  The  case  of  Reg.  v.  Burrow,  34  J.  P.  53,  which 
has  been  cited,  was  also  quite  different  from  the  present,  inasmuch  as 
it  related  to  a  lake,  and  the  claim  was  made  b}'  the  occupier  of  a  cer- 
tain cottage  who  claimed  in  respect  of  such  occupation,  and  not  as  one 
of  the  public.  I  think  the  conviction  should  be  affirmed. 

Conviction  affirmed.1 


CARSON  v.  BLAZER, 

NISI  PRIUS  IN  PENNSYLVANIA.     1807. 

[Reported  2  Binn.  475.] 

TRESPASS  quare  clausum  fregit.  The  declaration  stated  that  the  de- 
fendants, "on  the  10th  day  of  April,  1803,  with  force  and  arms,  &c., 
broke  and  entered  the  close  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  River  Susquehanna,  in 
the  township  of  lower  Paxton,  in  the  county  of  Dauphin,  and  trod  down 
his  grass  to  the  value  of  ten  dollars  there  growing,  and  broke  and  en- 
tered into  the  several  fishery  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  said  river,  in  the 
township  and  county  aforesaid,  and  then  and  there  took  1000  shad  of 
the  value  of  two  hundred  dollars,  and  other  wrongs  did,  &c.,  to  the 
plaintiffs  damage  three  hundred  dollars."  Plea,  Not  guilty,  with  leave 
to  justify. 

On  the  trial  before  the  Chief  Justice  at  Harrisburg  in  April,  1807,  the 
plaintiff  deduced  a  title  to  himself  from  the  late  proprietaries,  by  war- 
rant of  24th  September,  1736,  for  228  acres  of  land  adjoining  the  Sus- 
quehanna, and  immediately  opposite  to  the  fishery  in  question.  The 
patent  under  which  he  held,  stated  the  tract  to  begin  at  a  birch  tree  by 
the  river,  thence  by  certain  courses  and  distances  to  a  red  oak  by  the 
same  river,  and  thence  by  the  same  the  several  courses  thereof,  to  the 
place  of  beginning ;  no  part  of  the  land  in  the  bed  of  the  Susquehanna 
being  expressly  covered  by  the  patent.  The  brother  of  the  plaintiff, 
who  was  the  former  proprietor  of  the  land,  first  cleared  out  a  pool  for  a 
shad  fishery  between  his  own  shore  and  a  sand  bank  in  the  river  about 
200  yards  distant,  in  the  year  1773 ;  and  afterwards  fished  there. 

i  See  Pearce  v.  Scotcher,  9  Q.  B.  D.  162. 
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Blazer,  one  of  the  defendants,  made  some  further  clearing  in  the  pool 
near  the  sand-bank  in  1796,  and  he  and  his  sons  fished  in  it  from  the 
sand-bank,  at  first  without  any  opposition  by  the  plaintiff;  but  he  after- 
wards told  them  to  desist,  and  brought  the  present  action  for  drawing 
their  seine  in  the  pool,  in  the  spring  of  1803.  There  was  but  one  pool 
or  fishing  place  between  the  plaintiff's  shore  and  the  sand-bank.  A  net 
of  the  usual  length  would  sweep  the  whole  of  it ;  and  one  of  the  wit- 
nesses swore  that  the  defendants,  in  drawing  their  seine,  came  within 
fifteen  or  twenty  yards  of  the  plaintiff's  shore. 

Upon  these  facts  the  material  question  was,  whether  the  plaintiff  had 
an  exclusive  fishery  in  the  Susquehanua  opposite  to  his  land,  and  on  this 
point  the  Chief  Justice  charged  the  jury  in  substance  as  follows  : 

TILGHMAN,  C.  J.  If  the  plaintiff  has  an  exclusive  right,  it  must  be 
founded,  either  1,  on  a  grant  from  the  late  proprietaries ;  or  2,  on  pre- 
scription; or  3,  on  the  principles  of  the  common  law  adopted  in  this 
country. 

1.  King  Charles  the  Second  granted  to  William  Penn  the  soil  of 
Pennsj'lvania  and  the  rivers  within  its  limits,  together  with  the  fishing 
of  all  sorts  of  fish  within  the  premises,  and  the  fish  therein  taken. 
William  Penn  has  not  granted  the  plaintiff  an}'  right  of  fishery,  nor  has 
he  granted  him  anything  be3'ond  the  margin  of  the  river.  The  proprie- 
tary asked  no  higher  price  for  river  lands  than  others.  No  doubt  he 
retained  the  entire  right  of  the  river  and  of  everything  in  the  river,  in 
order  that  he  might  make  such  use  of  it  as  would  be  most  conducive  to 
the  public  benefit ;  and  he  afterwards,  at  least  as  far  back  as  the  9th  of 
May,  1771,  gave  his  assent  to  an  Act  of  Assembty,  declaring  the  River 
Susquehanna  a  highway,  and  regulating  its  fisheries  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  be  inconsistent  with  an  exclusive  right  in  any  person  whatever. 
The  fourth  and  sixth  articles  of  William  Penn's  concessions  are 'urged 
as  a  grant.1  But  it  appears  to  me  that  these  concessions  are  confined 
to  the  first  purchasers  ;  for  there  ai-e  several  things  therein  agreed  to  be 
done  by  those  first  purchasers,  which  cannot  be  said  to  be  binding  on 
an}-  subsequent  purchasers.  There  are  also  other  grants,  as,  for  in- 
stance, to  servants  in  the  seventh  article,  which  must  be  confined  to  the 
original  emigrants ;  and  there  are  stipulations  and  agreements  in  a  great 
number  of  the  articles,  as  in  the  3d,  4th,  7th,  8th,  10th,  llth,  12th, 
14th,  17th,  18th,  and  20th,  which  must  be  limited  in  the  same  way. 
Now  I  give  no  opinion  as  to  the  rights  of  those  first  purchasers,  and 
persons  claiming  under  them.  The  plaintiff  is  not  of  that  description. 

1  Article  4th.  That  where  any  number  of  purchasers  more  or  less,  whose  number  of 
acres  amounts  to  five  or  ten  thousand  acres,  desire  to  set  together  in  a  lot  or  township, 
they  shall  have  their  lot  or  township  cast  together  in  such  places  as  have  convenient 
harbors  or  navigable  rivers  attending  it,  if  such  can  be  found. 

Article  6th.  That  notwithstanding  there  be  no  mention  made  in  the  several  deeds 
made  to  the  purchasers,  yet  the  said  William  Penn  does  accord  and  declare  that  all 
rivers,  rivulets,  woods,  and  underwoods,  waters,  watercourses,  quarries,  mines,  and 
minerals  (except  mines  royal),  shall  be  freely  and  fully  enjoyed,  and  wholly,  by  the 
purchasers  into  whose  lot  they  may  fall. 
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2.  No  proof  whatever  has  been  given  of  anything  like  prescription, 
either  in  the  plaintiff  in  particular,  or  in  general  in  those  persons  who 
hold  lands  adjoining  the  Susquehanna.     The  first  time  the  plaintiff  used 
this  fishery  was  in  1773,  when  he  cleared  away  the  stones  which  impeded 
his  seine. 

3.  The  plaintiff  relies  principally  on  that  rule  of  the  common  law  by 
which  rivers,  wherein  the  tide  does  not  ebb  and  flow  (which  are  not 
navigable),  belong  to  the  owners  of  the  adjoining  lands  on  each  side. 
This  common  law  right,  if  even  it  was  properly  applicable  to  the  Sus- 
quehanna and  Delaware,  and  other  large  waters,  was  not  deemed  proper 
for  this  country,  nor  was  it  adopted,  up  to  the  period  of  our  Revolution  ; 
because,  the  several  Acts  of  Assembly  before  that  time,  declaring  these 
rivers  to  be  highways,  and  regulating  the  fisheries  in  them,  are  incom- 
patible with  the  common  law  right ;  and  since  the  Revolution,  no  part 
of  the  common  law  has  been  adopted  except  that  which  was  proper 
for  our  country.     But  the  common  law  principle  concerning  rivers,  even 
if  extended  to  America,  would  not  apply  to  such  a  river  as  the  Susque- 
hanna, which  is  a  mile  wide  and  runs  several  hundred  miles  through  a 
rich  countiy,  and  which  is  navigable  and  is  actually  navigated  by  large 
boats.     If  such  a  river  had  existed  in  England,  no  such  law  would  ever 
have  been  applied  to  it.     Their  streams,  in  which  the  tide  does  not  ebb 
and  flow,  are  small. 

But  there  is  another  objection  to  the  adoption  of  this  principle.  The 
common  law  gives  to  each  proprietor  one  half  of  the  river  adjoining  his 
shore ;  and  if*  this  doctrine  is  applied  to  the  Susquehanna,  every  owner 
of  the  bank  must  own  all  the  islands  nearest  to  that  bank,  —  a  right 
never  contended  for. 

The  common  law  principle  is,  in  fact,  that  the  owners  of  the  banks 
have  no  right  to  the  water  of  navigable  rivers.  Now  the  Susquehanna 
is  a  navigable  river,  and  therefore  the  owners  of  its  banks  have  no  such 
right.  It  is  said,  however,  that  some  of  the  cases  assert  that  by  naviga- 
ble rivers  are  meant  rivers  in  which  there  is  no  flow  or  reflow  of  the 
tide.  This  definition  may  be  very  proper  in  England,  where  there  is  no 
river  of  considerable  importance  as  to  navigation  which  has  not  a  flow 
of  the  tide ;  but  it  would  be  highly  unreasonable  when  applied  to  our 
large  rivers,  such  as  the  Ohio,  Allegheny,  Delaware,  Schuylkill,  or  Sus- 
quehanna and  its  branches. 

The  inconvenience  of  common  fisheries  is  urged.  The  only  question 
is  whether  the  plaintiff  has  an  exclusive  right ;  if  he  has  not,  he  cannot 
recover.  But  in  point  of  inconvenience,  we  are  upon  the  same  footing 
with  the  navigable  waters  of  England :  the  public  may  make  what  regu- 
lations they  please  by  law. 

Upon  the  whole  matter,  I  ajtuif  npininn lhat_thc_owner  of "land  on  the 
banks  of  the  SnaqnphfinnfLjias  no  exclusive  right  to^fish_In--tDe  river 
immediately  in  frojit^f_Jus-4«mtte7^lTffaT1i^-4igMJa-fisheries  in  that 
river  is  vested  in  the  State,  and  open  to  all ;  of  course,  that  the  plaintiff 
cannot  recover. 
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The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendants,  and  a  new  trial,  which 
was  asked  for  upon  the  ground  of  misdirection,  being  refused,  the  plain- 
tiff appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court. 

That  court  (YEATES,  J.,  dissenting)  refused  a  new  trial,  and  ordered 
judgment  for  the  defendants. 

C.  Smith  and  Duncan,  for  the  appellant. 

Hopkins,  for  the  defendants.1 


BROWN  v.   CHADBOURNE. 
SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COUET  OP  MAINE.     1849. 
[Reported  31  Me.  9.] 

WELLS,  J.2  This  is  an  action  on  the  case  for  erecting  and  maintain- 
ing a  dam  across  a  stream,  called  Little  River,  and  obstructing  the 
passage  of  the  water,  and  the  plaintiffs  logs. 

The  river  is  about  three  miles  in  length,  and  runs  from  Boyden's  Lake 
to  the  tide  waters.  It  varies  in  its  width  from  seven  or  eight  feet  to 
three  or  four  rods,  and  it  has  been  used  man}-  years  for  floating  logs 
and  rafts,  and  sometimes  boats.  Within  twenty  years,  several  dams 
and  mills  have  been  erected  upon  it. 

The  plaintiff  disclaimed  the  right  to  recover  upon  the  ground  of  pre- 
scription or  user,  but  claimed  it  because  the  stream  was  a  public  one  in 
its  natural  state. 

The  jury  were  instructed  that,  it  being  a  fresh- water  stream,  the  pre- 
sumption is,  that  it  is  private  property,  and  the  burden  is  on  the  plain- 
tiff to  establish  the  contrary  by  satisfactory  proof  that  it  is  a  navigable 
or  floatable  river,  and  in  its  natural  condition  capable  of  being  used  for 
running  logs. 

The  rule  of  the  common  law,  that  riparian  proprietors  own  to  the 
thread  of  fresh-water  rivers,  has  been  adopted  in  this  and  many  other 
States  of  the  Union.  Berry  v.  Carle,  3  Greenl.  269  ;  Spring  v.  Russell 
et  al,  1  Greenl.  273. 

The  first  question  that  arises  is,  it  being  conceded  that  the  bed  of 
the  river  belongs  to  the  owners  of  the  land  on  either  side,  Can  a  right 
to  the  use  of  its  waters  be  obtained,  unless  that  use  has  been  continued 
twenty  years,  the  ordinary  length  of  time  for  the  acquisition  of  an 
easement? 

In  Berry  v.  Carle  ;  Shaw  v.  Crawford,  10  Johns.  R.  236  ;  Scott  v. 
Wilson,  3  N.  H.  321,  the  right  is  considered  as  dependent  on  long 
usage. 

Lord  Hale,  in  his  celebrated  treatise  De  Jure  Marts,  chap.  2,  says : 

1  The  opinions  given  in  the  Supreme  Court  are  omitted. 
See  Gould,  Waters,  §§  53-77. 

2  The  opinion  only  is  given. 
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"  For,  as  the  common  highways  upon  the  land  are  for  the  common  land 
passage,  so  these  kind  of  rivers,  whether  fresh  or  salt,  that  bear  boats 
or  barges,  are  highways  by  water,  and  as  the  highways  by  land  are 
called  altce  vice  regies,  so  these  public  rivers,  for  public  passage,  are 
called  fluvii  regales,  and  haul  Streames  le  Roy  ;  not  in  reference  to 
the  propriety  of  the  river,  but  to  the  public  use." 

Again  he  says,  in  chap.  3  :  "  There  be  some  streams  or  rivers  that  nre 
private,  not  onl}-  in  propriety  or  ownership,  but  in  use,  as  little  streams 
and  rivers  that  are  not  of  common  passage  for  the  king's  people. 
Again,  there  be  other  rivers,  as  well  fresh  as  salt,  that  are  of  common 
or  public  use,  for  carriage  of  boats  and  lighters.  And  these,  whether 
they  are  fresh  or  salt,  whether  they  flow  and  reflow  or  not,  are  prima 
facie publici  juris,  common  highwaj'S  for  man  or  goods,  or  both,  from 
one  inland  town  to  another.  Thus  the  rivers  of  Wey,  of  Severn,  of 
Thames,  and  divers  others,  as  well  above  the  bridges  and  ports  as 
below,  as  well  above  the  flowings  of  the  sea  as  below,  and  as  well 
where  they  have  come  to  be  of  private  propriety,  as  in  what  part  they 
are  of  the  king's  propriety,  are  public  rivers,  juris  publici" 

He  makes  no  mention  of  prescription  or  length  of  time,  by  which  the 
right  is  obtained,  but  of  the  actual  use  in  fact,  as  indicating  public 
rivers. 

In  Wadsworth  v.  Smith,  2  Fairf.  278,  the  doctrine  is  stated  by 
Parris,  J.,  that  where  a  stream  is  naturally  of  sufficient  size  to  float 
boats  or  mill  logs,  the  public  have  a  right  to  its  free  use  for  that  pur- 
pose. But  such  little  streams  or  rivers  as  are  not  floatable,  that  cannot, 
in  their  natural  state,  be  used  for  the  carriage  of  boats,  rafts,  or  other 
property,  are  wholly  and  absolutely  private ;  not  subject  to  the  servi- 
tude of  the  public  interest,  nor  to  be  regarded  as  public  highwaj-s,  by 
water,  because  the}1  are  not  susceptible  of  use,  as  a  common  passage  for 
the  public. 

The  same  principle  was  stated  by  Mellen,  C.  J.,  in  Spring  v.  Rus- 
sell et  al. /  and  is  also  recognized  in  Angell  on  Tide  Waters,  75 ; 
Palmer  v.  Mulligan,  3  Caines,  307. 

The  distinguishing  test  between  those  rivers  which  are  entirely  pri- 
vate property,  and  those  which  are  private  property  subject  to  the  pub- 
lic use  and  enjoyment,  consists  in  the  fact,  whether  they  are  suscepti- 
ble, or  not,  of  use  as  a  common  passage  for  the  public.  Per  Spencer, 
C.  J.,  in  The  People  v.  Platt,  17  Johns.  R.  211  ;  Hooker  v.  (Jum- 
mings,  20  Johns.  R.  90. 

The  right  of  passage  and  of  transportation  upon  rivers  not  strictly 
navigable,  belongs  to  the  public,  by  the  principles  of  the  common  law. 
Per  Parker,  C.  J.,  in  Com.  v.  Chapin,  5  Pick.  199. 

This  subject  was  very  fully  considered,  and  with  great  ability,  in  Er- 
sing  v.  Me  Master,  in  the  Province  of  New  Brunswick,  1  Kerr,  501, 
deciding  the  rule  of  law,  as  it  is  stated  to  be  in  Wadsworth  v.  Smith. 
The  case  of  Rowe  v.  Titus,  1  Allen,  326,  in  that  Province,  was  decided 
upon  the  same  principle. 
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It  is  said,  in  Adams  \.  Pease,  2  Com.  481,  that  the  public  have  an 
easement  in  Connecticut  River,  above  the  flowing  of  the  tides,  for  pas- 
sing and  repassing  with  every  kind  of  craft,  and  that  all  rivers,  above 
the  tides,  in  reference  to  the  use  of  them,  are  public,  and  of  conse- 
quence subservient  to  public  accommodation.  Hence  fisheries,  ferries, 
bridges,  and  inland  navigation  are  subject  to  the  regulation  of  the 
government. 

In  Pennsylvania  it  is  held,  that  the  large  fresh  water  rivers,  in  that 
State,  are  altogether  public ;  not  only  their  waters,  but  their  beds. 
This  conclusion  is  drawn  from  the  inapplicability  of  the  rule  of  common 
law  to  large  rivers  ;  also  from  the  fact  that  neither  the  original  proprie- 
tors nor  the  government  have  ever  granted  them  to  individuals.  Car- 
son v.  JBlazer^'2  Binne}*,  475;  /Shrunk  v.  SchuyUcill  Nav.  Com.,  14 
S.  &R.  71. 

If  a  stream  could  be  subject  to  public  servitude,  by  long  use  only, 
many  large  rivers  in  newly  settled  States,  and  some  in  the  interior  of 
this  State,  would  be  altogether  under  the  control  and  dominion  of  the 
owners  of  their  beds,  and  the  community  would  be  deprived  of  the  use 
of  those  rivers,  which  nature  has  plainly  declared  to  be  public  high- 
ways. The  true  test,  therefore,  to  be  applied  in  such  cases,  is,  whether 
a  stream  is  inherently  and  in  its  nature  capable  of  being  used  for  the 
purposes  of  commerce,  for  the  floating  of  vessels,  boats,  rafts,  or  logs. 
Where  a  stream  possesses  such  a  character,  then  the  easement  exists, 
leaving  to  the  owners  of  the  bed  all  other  modes  of  use  not  inconsist- 
ent with  it.  For  in  this  State,  the  rights  of  public  use  have  never  been 
carried  so  far  as  to  place  fresh-water  streams  on  the  same  ground  as 
those  in  which  the  tide  ebbs  and  flows,  and  which  alone  are  considered 
strictly  navigable  at  common  law,  and  to  exclude  the  owners  of  the 
banks  and  beds  from  all  property  in  them.  In  some  of  the  States  of 
the  Union  such  a  rule  has  been  established  b}*  judicial  decisions,  and  in 
others  by  legislative  Acts. 

It  is  contended,  that  to  show  Little  River  is  public,  it  is  not  enough 
to  prove  that  logs  may  be  floated  down  at  certain  seasons  of  the  3'ear, 
when  it  is  affected  b}-  a  freshet,  but  that  it  should  have  that  capacity  in 
its  natural  and  ordinary  state  at  all  seasons  of  the  year. 

In  the  test,  which  has  been  mentioned,  to  determine  whether  a  stream 
should  be  considered  public,  none  of  the  authorities,  from  which  it  is 
derived,  requires  the  stream  to  possess  the  quality  of  being  capable  of 
use,  during  the  whole  year.  A  distinguishing  criterion  consists  in  its 
fitness  to  answer  the  wants  of  those,  whose  business  requires  its  use. 
Its  perfect  adaptation  to  such  use  may  not  exist  at  all  times,  although 
the  right  to  it  nlay  continue,  and  be  exercised  whenever  an  oppor- 
tunity occurs.  In  many  rivers,  where  the  tide  ebbs  and  flows,  the 
public  are  deprived  of  their  use  for  navigation  during  the  reflux  of  their 
waters.  A  way,  over  which  one  has  a  right  to  pass,  may  be  periodically 
covered  with  water.  In  high  northern  latitudes,  most  fresh-water 
rivers  are  frozen  over  during  several  months  of  the  year.  Even  some 
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tide  waters  are  incapable  of  any  beneficial  use  for  purposes  of  com- 
merce in  the  season  of  winter,  owing  to  the  accumulation  of  ice. 

Every  creek  or  river,  into  which  the  tide  flows,  it  has  been  held  in 
England,  is  not  on  that  account  necessarily  a  public  navigable  river. 
If  it  is  navigable  only  at  certain  periods  of  the  tide,  and  then  only  for  a 
very  short  time,  it  is  not  to  be  supposed  to  be  a  navigable  channel. 
Angell  on  Tide  Waters,  89.  Nor,  as  said  by  Shaw,  C.  J.,  in  Jtowe  v. 
Granite  Bridge  Corporation,  21  Pick.  344,  is  it  every  small  creek,  in 
which  a  fishing  skiff  or  gunning  canoe  can  be  made  to  float  at  high 
water,  which  is  deemed  navigable.  But  in  order  to  have  this  charac- 
ter, it  must  be  navigable  to  some  purpose,  useful  to  trade  or  agricul- 
ture. It  is  not  a  mere  possibilit}'  of  being  used  under  some  circumstances, 
as  at  extraordinary  high  tides,  which  will  give  it  the  character  of  a  pub- 
lic stream,  but  it  must  be  general!}-  and  commonly  useful  to  some  pur- 
pose of  trade  or  agriculture. 

But  those  authorities,  upon  which  reliance  is  placed,  show  nothing 
more  than  that  small  creeks  or  inlets,  penetrating  into  marshes,  and 
which  can  only  be  used  at  certain  periods  of  the  tide,  and  then  only  for 
a  short  time,  or  in  which  there  is  only  a  possibility  of  use,  under  some 
circumstances,  at  extraordinary  high  tides,  are  not  navigable  rivers. 
Such  streams  are  incapable  of  an)r  practical,  general  use  for  the 
purposes  of  navigation,  and  they  are  dissimilar  to  the  river  under 
consideration. 

Most  of  the  great  rivers  of  this  State,  in  some  portions  of  their  pas- 
sage, are  so  much  impeded  by  rocks,  falls,  and  other  obstructions  that 
logs  cannot  be  floated  in  them,  any  great  distance,  at  what  might  be 
called  an  ordinary  state  of  water.  It  is  only  in  the  spring  and  fall,  and 
occasionally  at  other  times,  when  their  channels  are  filled  with  water, 
that  they  are  capable  of  floating  timber  to  market.  They  generally  re- 
main in  this  condition  a  sufficient  length  of  time  to  answer  the  pur- 
poses of  a  common  highway,  and  their  fitness  and  character  as  such 
cannot  be  destined  because  they  cannot  be  used  in  their  ordinary  state. 

A  test  so  rigid  and  severe,  as  that  required  by  the  instruction  re- 
quested, would  annihilate  the  public  character  of  all  our  fresh  rivers, 
for  man)'  miles  in  their  course,  from  their  sources  towards  the  ocean. 
The  timber  floated  upon  our  waters  to  market  is  of  great  value,  and 
neither  the  law  nor  public  policy  requires  the  adoption  of  a  rule,  which 
would  so  greatly  limit  their  use,  for  that  purpose. 

The  right  to  the  use  of  the  stream  in  question  must  prevail  when- 
ever it  may  be  exercised  at  any  state  of  the  water. 

Another  instruction  requested  to  be  given  was,  that  "  the  plaintiff 
has  no  right  to  use  the  banks  of  this  stream  for  (Hiving  logs,  and  if 
such  use  is  necessary  for  driving  logs,  the  plaintiff  has  no  right  to  drive 
this  stream." 

This  request  is  manifestly  too  broad,  and  could  not,  with  propriety, 
be  given.  When  the  stream  overflows  its  banks,  it  carries  some  of  the 
timber  with  it,  and  when  it  subsides,  the  timber  is  left  upon  the  uplands. 
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But  in  such  cases,  the  timber  is  not  lost  to  its  owners,  who  have  a  right 
by  our  law  to  enter  upon  the  uplands  and  remove  it.  This  subject  has 
been  regulated  b}*  Statute,  c.  67,  §  11,  by  which  the  owners  of  timber 
may  enter  upon  the  land  and  remove  it,  within  a  certain  time,  by  tend- 
ering to  the  owner  or  occupier  of  the  land  a  reasonable  compensation 
for  his  damages.  The  banks  of  the  stream  may  therefore  be  used  for 
driving  logs. 

No  request  was  made  to  instruct  the  jury,  that  if  the  stream  was 
incapable  of  being  used,  without  travelling  upon  its  banks  to  propel  the 
logs,  there  could  be  no  public  servitude  in  it. 

The  instruction  given  to  the  jury  was,  "that  if  it  was  necessary  to 
go  on  the  banks  more  or  less,  for  the  purpose  of  driving  logs  in  Little 
River,  that  fact  would  not  take  from  the  stream  its  public  character,  if 
they  found  it  capable,  in  other  respects,  of  being  used  as  a  public 
stream."  It  belonged  to  the  jury  to  determine  whether  the  river  pos- 
sessed those  requisites,  which  would  give  it  the  character  of  a  pub- 
lic stream,  and  if  they  found  it  to  be  so,  it  could  not  be  deprived  of 
that  character  by  the  acts  of  those  who  might  use  it.  In  narrow 
places,  it  might  at  times  be  blocked  up,  or  it  might,  as  has  been  stated, 
overflow.  The  necessity  of  going  upon  the  banks  in  such  instances  to 
effect  a  floating  of  the  logs,  would  not  prevent  the  river  from  being  pub- 
lic. The  inquiry  related  to  the  capacity  of  the  river,  and  that  could  not 
be  altogether  decided,  b}'  what  those  using  it  might  find  necessarj-  at 
times  to  do.  Soirie  might  find  it  absolutely  necessaiy,  in  their  mode  of 
driving  logs,  to  commit  trespasses  on  the  adjoining  lands,  but  their  un- 
lawful acts  could  not  affect  the  stream,  if  it  was  really  and  intrinsically 
capable  of  public  use. 

If  the  plaintiff  and  others  were  in  the  habit  of  going  upon  the  banks 
of  Little  River  to  drive  their  logs,  it  does  not  appear  but  that  they 
might  have  confined  themselves  to  its  waters,  though  it  might  be  more 
inconvenient  for  them  so  to  have  done.  Their  want  of  care  in  the  use  of 
the  river,  creating  a  necessity  to  commit  trespasses,  to  relieve  their 
property,  would  not  prevent  it  from  being  public,  nor  justify  the  de- 
fendant in  obstructing  it.  They  would  be  responsible  in  damages  for 
any  trespasses  committed. 

The  public  are  not  entitled  to  tow  on  the  banks  of  ancient  navigable 
rivers,  at  common  law.  Ball  \.  Herbert,  3  T.  R.  253.  And  where  a 
river  cannot  be  used  without  towing,  or  going  upon  its  banks  to  propel 
what  is  floating,  such  fact  would  evince  its  want  of  capacity,  in  itself, 
for  public  use. 

Sometimes  the  flow  of  rivers  is  broken  by  cataracts  and  falls,  while 
in  most  of  their  course  there  is  a  smooth  current,  and  they  are  of  great 
utility  in  the  transportation  of  property.  Where  such  obstructions 
exist  to  so  great  extent,  as  to  require  the  use  of  the  shores,  to  carry 
property  by  them,  though  in  those  places  they  might  not  have  a  public 
character,  yet  for  many  miles  above  and  below  them  they  might  be 
capable  of  a  beneficial  use  for  trade  and  commerce,  arid  thereby  be  pub- 
VOL.  ir.  —  37 
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lie.  .These  obstructions  may  occur  at  long  or  short  intervals,  leaving 
other  portions  of  the  streams  clearly  public. 

It  is  further  contended  b}'  the  defendant,  that  if  the  dam  was  an  un- 
lawful obstruction,  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  run  his  logs  through  the 
defendant's  sluice,  built  on  his  land,  and  recover  damages  for  repairing 
it,  although  such  course  would  be  less  detrimental  than  the  destruction 
of  the  dam,  but  that  he  should  have  cut  awa}-  the  defendant's  dam. 

If  a  man  has  a  right  of  way  over  another's  land,  unless  the  owner  of 
the  land  is  bound  by  prescription  or  his  own  grant  to  repair  the  wa}% 
he  cannot  justify  going  over  the  adjoining  land,  when  the  way  is  im- 
passable by  the  overflowing  of  a  river,  but  if  public  highwaj-s  are  out 
of  repair  or  impassable,  as  by  a  flood,  there  is  a  temporar}-  right  of  way 
over  the  adjoining  land.  2  Black.  Com.  36  ;  3  Kent's  Com.  424. 

Those  obstructions,  which  prevent  a  passage,  while  they  remain,  are 
insurmountable. 

It  is  said  by  Buller,  J.,  in  Ball  v.  Herbert,  "that  if  a  river  should 
happen  to  be  choked  up  by  mud,  that  would  not  give  the  public  a  right 
to  cut  another  passage  through  the  adjoining  lands."  The  right  of  way 
is  in  the  waters,  and  the  defendant  had  no  authority  to  prevent  its  exer- 
cise. He  could,  by  law,  erect  and  continue  his  dam  and  mills,  but  was 
bound  to  provide  a  way  of  passage  for  the  plaintiff's  logs.  He  ob- 
structed the  river  improperly  by  his  dam  and  logs.  The  plaintiff  must 
either  have  left  his  property  and  lost  its  whole  value,  carried  it  by  the 
dam,  repaired  the  sluice  and  run  the  logs  through  it,  or  have  removed 
such  portion  of  the  dam  as  would  have  afforded  a  passage.  He 
adopted  that  course,  which  was  least  injurious  to  the  defendant. 

The  plaintiff  would  have  had  the  right  to  enter  upon  the  defendant's 
land  to  remove  the  obstruction.  Colburn  v.  Richards,  13  Mass.  420  ; 
Inhabitants  of  Arundel  v.  McCuttoch,  10  Mass.  70. 

The  plaintiff  might  not  be  bound  to  repair  the  sluice,  but  having 
done  so  to  obviate  the  difficulty  created  by  the  defendant,  there  does 
not  appear  to  be  any  reason  why  he  should  be  held  to  have  taken  that 
course,  which  would  have  produced  a  greater  injury  to  the  defendant. 
MUller  v.  Mariner's  Church,  7  Greenl.  51. 

The  argument,  that  damages  cannot  be  recovered  for  removing  the 
logs,  because  the  dam  is  alleged  in  the  declaration  to  have  caused  the 
obstruction,  cannot  prevail,  even  if  such  construction  should  be  given 
to  it.  For  the  dam  stopped  the  water  and  retained  the  defendant's  logs 
in  his  mill-pond.  The  removal  of  it  would  have  allowed  a  free  passage 
to  the  logs  in  the  pond,  as  well  as  those  of  the  plaintiff.  The  dam  was 
the  cause  of  the  injur}* ;  its  direct  result  was  the  detention  of  the  water 
above  it,  and  whatever  might  be  in  it.  The  necessit}'  of  a  removal  of 
the  logs  was  a  damage  caused  by  the  dam. 

The  defendant  had  a  concurrent  right  with  others  in  the  use  of  the 
stream,  but  it  appears  that  he  transcended  that  right  by  filling  his  pond 
.with  logs,  and  refused  to  remove  them  upon  request. 

It  may  be  difficult,  in  some  cases,  to  draw  the  line  between  public 
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and  private  streams.  The  jury  have  decided  that  Little  River  belongs 
to  the  former  class,  upon  the  exhibition  to  them  of  much  testimony,  by 
both  parties.  And  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  sufficient  reason 
why  the  verdict  should  be  disturbed. 

Both  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  and  the  exceptions  are  overruled,  and 
there  must  be  judgment  on  the  verdict. 

D.  T.  Granger  and  S.  Greenleaf,  for  defendant. 

T.  J.  D.  Fuller,  for  plaintiff.1 


SECTION  II. 

HIGHWAYS. 


ABSOR  v.  FRENCH. 
KING'S  BENCH.     1678. 

[Reported  2  Show.  28.] 

TRESPASS.     The  defendant  pleads,  that  there  was  a  highway  from  777/7 
such  a  place  to  such  a  place ;  that  the  plaintiff  stopped  the  same  so  as    r^ 
he  could  not  pass,  and  therefore  he  went  over  the  plaintiff's  close,  doing   r4fi_ 
as  little  harm  as  he  could.  L/ 

And  held  good  upon  demurrer ;  for  if  the  wa}-  be  so  foul  as  is  not  ^ 

passable,  I  may  then  justify  the  going  over  another  man's  close  next 


adjoining.  A  ^j  T, 

Judgment  for  the  defendant?-*^ 

1  See  Treat  v.  Lord,  42  Me.  552  ;  Moore  v.  Sanborne,  2  Mich.  519  ;  Morgan  v.  King, 
35  N.  Y.  454 ;  Olson  v.  Merrill,  42  Wis.  203.     But  of.  Hubbard  v.  Bell,  54  111.  110 
Lewis  v.  Coffee  County,  77  Ala.  190. 

In  Hooper  v.  Hobson,  57  Me.  273,  it  was  held,  that  if  persons  driving  logs  in  a .._ ^J^fi^/-* 
stream  go  upon  the  banks,  they  are  liable  for  the  actual  damage  caused  to  the  riparian   Cs 
proprietors. 

The  right  of  a  riparian  owner  to  damages  for  being  cut  off  from  the  river  was 
allowed  in  Lyon  v.  Fishmongers'  Co.,  1  Ap.  Cas.  662  ;  Chop-man  v.  OsJJcosh  &  Miss. 
R.  R.  Co.,  33  Wis.  629.  Contra,  are  Gould  v.  Hudson  River  R.  R.  Co.,  6  N.  Y.  622  ; 
Tomlin  v.  Dubuque  R.  R.  Co.,  32  Iowa,  106;  Stevens  v.  Paterson  R.  Co.,  5  Vroom, 
532 ;  Thayer  v.  New  Bedford  R.  R.  Co.,  125  Mass.  253.  See  Barney  v.  Keokuk,  99 
U.S.  324. 

On  rights  in  ice,  see  Gould,  Waters,  §  191. 

2  See  The  Queen  v.  Ramsden,  E.  B.  &  E.  949  ;  Dawes  v.  Hawkins,  8  C.  B.  N.  S. 
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LADE  y.  SHEPHERD. 

KING'S  BENCH.     1735. 

[Reported  2  iStra.  1004.] 

UPON*  trial  of  an  action  of  trespass  a  case  was  made,  that  the  place 
where  the  supposed  trespass  was  committed  was  formerly  the  property 
of  the  plaintiff,  who  some  years  since  built  a  street  upon  it,  which  has 
over  since  been  used  as  a  highway.  That  the  defendant  had  land  con- 
tiguous parted  only  by  a  ditch,  and  that  he  laid  a  bridge  over  the  diu-h, 
the  end  whereof  rested  on  the  highway.  And  it  was  insisted  for  tho  do- 
fendant.  that  by  the  plaintiff's  making  it  a  street,  it  was  a  dedication  of 
it  to  the  public  ;  and  therefore  however  he  might  be  liable  to  an  indict- 
ment for  a  nuisance,  yet  the  plaintiff  could  not  sue  him  as  for  a  trespass 
on  his  private  property.  Sedper  CURIAM,  It  is  certainly  a  dedication  to 
the  public,  so  far  as  the  public,  has  occasion  for  it,  which  is  only  for  a 
right  of  passage.  But  it  never  was  understood  to  be  a  transfer  of  the 
absolute  property  in  the  soil.  So  the  plaintiff  had  judgment1 
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COMMON  PLEAS.     1795. 

[Reported  2  H.  Bl.  527.] 

REPLEVIN  for  taking  the  cattle  of  the  plaintiff.  Avowry,  that  the 
defendant  was  seised  in  fee  of  the  locus  in  quo,  and  took  the  cattle 
damage  feasant.  Plea,  that  the  locus  in  quo  "•  lay  contiguous  and  noxt 
adjoining  to  a  certain  common  and  public  king's  highway,  and  that  tho 
defendant  and  all  other  owners,  tenants  and  occupiers  of  the  said  place 
in  which.  &c.,  with  the  appurtenances,  for  the  time  being,  from  time 
whereof  the  memory  of  man  is  not  to  the  contrar}',  have  repaired  and 
amended,  and  have  been  used  and  accustomed  to  repair  and  amend. 
and  of  right  ought  to  have  repaired  and  amended,  and  the  said  defend- 
ant still  of  right  ought  to  repair  and  amend  the  hedges  and  fences 
between  the  said  place  in  which,  <fcc.,  and  the  said  highway,  when  and 
so  often  as  need  or  occasion  hath  been  or  required,  or  shall  or  may  bo 
required  to  prevent  cattle  being  in  the  said  highway  from  erring  and 
escaping  thereout  into  the  said  place  in  which,  &c.,  through  the  defects 
and  defaults  of  the  said  hedges  and  fences,  and  doing  damage  there. 

1  See  Peck  v.  Smith,  1  Conn.  103. 

In  Goodlitle  d.  Chester  v.  Alker,  1  Burr.  133  (1757),  it  was  held  that  ejectment 
would  lie  for  land,  although  there  was  a  highway  over  it.  See  Cincinnati  v.  White,  6 
Pet.  481,  contra,  criticised  in  2  Sm.  L.  C.  (8th  Am.  ed.)  170-172. 
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And  because  the  said  hedges  and  fences  between  the  said  place  in  which, 
&c.,  and  the  said  highway,  before  and  at  the  time  when,  &c.,  were  rui- 
nous, broken  down,  prostrated,  and  in  great  decay  for  want  of  needful 
and  necessary  repairing  and  amending  thereof,  the  said  cattle  in  the 
said  declaration  mentioned  just  before  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  being 
in  the  said  highway  erred  and  escaped  thereout,  into  the  said  place  in 
which,  &c.,  through  the  defects  and  defaults,  &c."  To  this  plea  there 
was  a  special  demurrer,  For  that  it  is  not  shown  in  or  by  the  said  plea, 
that  the  said  cattle  before  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  when  the}-  escaped 
out  of  the  said  highway  into  the  said  place  in  which,  &c.,  wen  potting 
through  and  along  the  said  highway,  nor  that  they  had  any  right  to  be 
tliere  at  all  &c." 

Williams,  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

Heywood,  Serjt.,  contra. 

LORD  CH.  J.  EYRE.  I  agree  with  my  Brother  Williams  as  to  the  gen- 
eral law,  that  the  part}'  who  would  take  advantage  offences  being  out  of 
repair,  as  an  excuse  for  his  cattle  escaping  from  a  way  into  the  land  of 
another,  must  show  that  he  was  lawfully  using  the  easement  when  the 
cattle  so  escaped.  This  therefore  reduces  the  case  to  a  single  point, 
namely,  Whether  it  does  not  appear  on  the  plea,  to  a  common  intent, 
that  the  cattle  were  on  the  highway,  using  it  in  such  a  manner  as  the 
owner  had  a  right  to  do,  from  the  words  "  being  in  the  said  highway  ?  " 
This  is  a  different  case  from  cattle  escaping  from  a  close,  where  it  is 
necessary  to  show  that  the  owner  had  a  right  to  put  them  there,  because 
a  highway  being  for  the  use  of  the  public,  cattle  may  be  in  the  highway 
of  common  right ;  I  doubt  therefore  whether  it  requires  a  more  particu- 
lar statement.  It  would  certainly  have  been  more  formal  to  have  said 
that  the  cattle  were  passing  and  repassing,  and  if  the  evidence  had 
proved  that  they  were  grazing  on  the  way,  though  the  issue  would  have 
been  literally,  it  would  not  have  been  substantially  proved.  But  I 
doubt  whether  the  being  in  the  highway  might  not  have  been  traversed, 
and  if  the  being  in  the  highway  can  be  construed  to  be  certain  to  a  com- 
mon intent,  the  plea  may  be  supported,  notwithstanding  there  is  a 
special  demurrer,  for  a  special  demurrer  does  not  reach  a  mere  literal 
expression.  The  precedents  indeed  seem  to  make  it  necessary  to  state 
that  the  cattle  were  passing  and  repassing,  but  they  are  but  few ;  yet 
upon  the  whole,  I  rather  think  the  objection  a  good  one,  because  those 
forms  of  pleading  are  as  cited  by  my  Brother  Williams. 

BULLKR,  J.  This  is  so  plain  a  case  that  it  is  difficult  to  make  it  a 
ground  of  argument.  But  my  Brother  Heywood  says,  there  is  a  differ- 
ence between  trespass  and  replevin  in  the  rules  of  pleading.  In  some 
cases  there  is  certainly  a  material  difference  in  the  pleading  in  the 
two  actions,  though  in  others  they  are  the  same.  One  of  the  cases 
in  which  they  differ,  is  that  if  trespass  be  brought  for  taking  cattle 
which  were  distrained  damage  feasant,  it  is  sufficient  for  the  defendant 
to  say  that  he  was  possessed  of  the  close,  and  the  cattle  were  doing 
damage :  but  in  replevin  the  avowant  must  deduce  a  title  to  the  close. 
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Wherever  there,  is  a  difference,  it  is  in  favor  of  trespass  and  against 
replevin ;  for  in  trespass  an  excuse  in  a  plea  is  sufficient,  but  iu  an 
avowry  a  title  must  be  shown.  This  brings  me  to  the  question,  Whether 
the  plea  on  this  record  be  good  to  a  common  intent?  Now  I  think  that 
the  doctrine  of  certainty  to  a  common  intent  will  not  support  it.  Cer- 
tainty in  pleading  has  been  stated  by  Lord  Coke,  Co.  Lit.  303,  to  be  of 
three  sorts,  viz.,  certainty  to  a  common  intent,  to  a  certain  intent  in 
general,  and  to  a  certain  intent  in  ever}*  particular.  I  remember  to 
have  heard  Mr.  Justice  Aston  treat  these  distinctions  as  a  jargon  of 
words,  without  meaning.  They  have,  however,  long  been  made,  and 
ought  not  altogether  to  be  departed  from.  Concerning  the  two  last 
kinds  of  certainty,  it  is  not  necessary  to  say  anything  at  present.  But 
it  should  be  remembered,  that  the  certain  intent  in  ever}*  particular  ap- 
plies only  to  the  case  of  estoppels,  Co.  Lit.,  ibid.  By  a  common  intent 
I  understand  that  when  words  are  used,  which  will  bear  a  natural  sense, 
and  also  an  artificial  one,  or  one  to  be  made  out  by  argument  or  infer- 
ence, the  natural  sense  shall  prevail :  it  is  simply  a  rule  of  construction 
and  not  of  addition  :  common  intent  cannot  add  to  a  sentence  words 
•which  are  omitted.  There  is  also  another  rule  in  pleading,  which  is, 
that  if  the  meaning  of  words  be  equivocal,  they  shall  be  taken  most 
strongly  against  the  party  pleading  them.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that 
the  passing  and  repassing  on  the  highway  was  traversable ;  for  the 
question,  Whether  the  plaintiff  was  a  trespasser  or  not?  depends  on  the 
fact  whether  he  was  passing  and  repassing  and  using  the  road  as  a  high- 
way, or  whether  his  cattle  were  in  the  road  as  trespassers ;  and  that 
which  is  the  gift  of  the  defence  must  necessarily  be  traversable.  A 
most  material  point  therefore  is  omitted,  and  I  think  the  plea  would  be 
bad  on  a  general  demurrer.  But  here  there  is  a  special  demurrer,  and 
as  the  words  are  equivocal,  they  are  informal. 

HEATH,  J.  The  law  is  as  my  Brother  Williams  stated,  that  if  cattle 
of  one  man  escape  into  the  land  of  another,  it  is  no  excuse  that  the 
fences  were  out  of  repair,  if  they  were  trespassers  in  the  place  from 
whence  they  came.  If  it  be  a  close,  the  owner  of  the  cattle  must  show  an 
interest  or  a  right  to  put  them  there.  If  it  be  a  way,  he  must  show  that 
he  was  lawfully  using  the  way  ;  for  the  property  is  in  the  owner  of  the 
soil,  subject  to  an  easement  for  the  benefit  of  the  public.  On  this  plea 
it  does  not  appear  whether  the  cattle  were  passing  and  repassing,  or 
whether  they  were  trespassing  on  the  highway ;  the  words  used  are 
entirely  equivocal. 

ROOKE,  J.,  of  the  same  opinion. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant.1 

1  "  There  can  be  no  easement,  properly  so  called,  unless  there  be  both  a  servient  and  a 
dominant  tenement.  There  is  in  this  case  no  dominant  tenement  whatever.  It  is  true 
that  in  the  well-known  case  of  Dovaston  v.  Payne,  2  Sm.  L.  C.  132,  6th  ed.  ;  2  H.  BL 
527,  Mr.  Justice  Heath  is  reported  to  have  said,  with  regard  to  a  public  highway,  that 
the  freehold  continued  in  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  land  subject  to  an  easement  in 
favor  of  the  public,  and  that  expression  has  occasionally  been  repeated  since  that  time. 
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BATEMAN  v.   BLUCK. 

QUEEN'S  BENCH.     1852. 

[Reported  18  Q.  B.  870.] 

TRESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering-  the  close  of  plaintiff,  in  the 
parish  of  St.  Sepulchre,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  pulling  down 
a  wall  of  plaintiff  in  the  said  close. 

First  plea:  Not  guilty.     Issue  thereon. 

Second  plea :  That  the  said  close  and  the  said  wall  were  not,  nor 
was  either  of  them,  the  close  or  wall  of  the  plaintiff.  Issue  thereon. 

Third  plea :  That  the  said  parish  of  St.  Sepulchre,  before  and  at  the 
time  of  the  passing  of  Stat.  57  G.  3,  c.  xxix.,  was  a  part  of  the  metro- 
polis included  within  the  weekly  bills  of  mortality ;  and  the  said  close 
was,  before  and  at  the  time  when  &c.,  a  paved  public  place  within  the 
true  intent  and  meaning  and  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  Act. 
that  is  to  say,  a  public  footway  pavement  which  had  been  and  then  was 
paved,  cleansed,  and  lighted  under  the  authority  of  the  Commissioners 
acting  under  Stat.  12  G.  3,  c.  68  ;  and  that  the  said  close  was  not  at 
the  said  time  when  &c.,  nor  was  an}*  part  thereof,  a  turnpike  road  or 
any  part  of  any  turnpike  road  ;  and  that,  just  before  the  said  time  when 
&<;.,  the  plaintiff  had,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  first-mentioned 
Act,  unlawfully  laid  in  and  upon  the  said  public  footway  pavement 
divers  bricks  &c.,  and  had  therewith  formed  and  constructed  in  and 
upon  the  said  pavement  the  said  wall  in  the  declaration  mentioned ; 
and,  because,  at  the  said  time  when  &c.,  the  said  wall  remained  on 
and  incumbering  the  said  public  pavement,  and  because  the  plaintiff 
then,  upon  the  reasonable  request  of  the  defendant,  refused  to  remove 
the  same,  the  defendant,  at  the  said  time  when  &c.,  entered  upon  the 
said  close  for  the  purpose  of  pulling  down  the  said  wall,  and  removed 
the  bricks  and  other  materials  to  a  small  and  convenient  distance,  and 
there  left  the  same  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  doing  no  unnecessary 
damage  :  which  are  the  same  alleged  trespasses  &c. 

Replication:  That  the  said  close  was  not,  at  the  time  when  &c.,  a 
paved  public  place  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  and  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  the  said  first-mentioned  Act.  Issue  thereon. 

Fourth  plea :  That,  before  and  at  the  said  time  when  &c. ,  there  was 

That,  however,  is  hardly  an  accurate  expression.  There  can  be  no  such  thing,  according 
to  our  law,  or  according  to  the  civil  law,  as  what  I  may  term  an  easement  in  gross.  An 
easement  must  be  connected  with  a  dominant  tenement.  In  truth,  a  public  road  or 
highway  is  not  an  easement,  it  is  a  dedication  to  the  public  of  the  occupation  of  the 
surface  of  the  land  for  the  purpose  of  passing  and  re  passing,  the  public  generally  taking 
upon  themselves  (through  the  parochial  authorities,  or  otherwise)  the  obligation  of  re- 
pairing it.  It  is  quite  clear  that  that  is  a  very  different  thing  from  an  ordinary  ease- 
ment, where  the  occupation  remains  in  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement  subject  to 
the  easement."  Per  LORD  CAIRNS,  L.  J.,  in  Rangeley  v.  Midland  R.  Co.,  L.  K.  3  Ch. 
306,  310. 
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and  of  right  ought  to  have  been,  into,  through,  over,  and  along  the  said 
close,  a  public  and  common  highway  for  all  the  Queen's  subjects  to  go 
and  return,  pass  and  repass,  on  foot,  at  all  times,  at  their  own  will  and 
pleasure;  that  defendant,  before  and  at  the  said  time  when  &c.,  was 
possessed  of  a  dwelling-house  abutting  on  and  having  a  door  opening 
into  the  said  highwa}' ;  and,  because  the  plaintiff  had  wrongfully  erected 
in  and  upon  the  said  highway  the  said  wall  so  near  to  the  said  door  of 
the  defendant  as  to  obstruct  the  same,  so  that  defendant  could  not, 
without  prostrating  the  said  wall,  pass  along  the  said  highway  into  and 
from  the  said  house,  and  because  plaintiff,  at  the  time  when  &c.,  re- 
fused, upon  reasonable  request  of  defendant  then  made  to  him  in  that 
behalf,  to  remove  the  said  wall,  defendant,  at  the  said  time  when  &c., 
entered  upon  the  said  close  for  the  purpose  of  pulling  down,  and  did 
pull  down,  the  said  wall  &c.  (justifying  as  in  the  third  plea). 

Replication :  That  there  was  not,  nor  of  right  ought  to  have  been, 
into,  through,  over  and  along  the  said  close,  a  public  and  common 
highway  &c.,  as  in  the  plea  alleged.  Issue  thereon. 

On  the  trial,  before  Coleridge,  J.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings,  after 
last  Easter  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  alleged  close  was  a  court  open- 
ing into  a  public  street  in  the  parish  of  St.  Sepulchre.  There  was  no 
thoroughfare  through  the  court.  It  contained  fourteen  or  fifteen 
houses.  The  defendant  was  tenant  of  one  of  these  houses,  which  hud 
a  door  opening  into  the  court,  made  by  a  previous  tenant.  The  defend- 
ant had  been  required  by  the  plaintiff  to  block  up  the  door,  which  he 
refused  to  do ;  whereupon  the  plaintiff  erected  the  wall  in  question  and 
thereb}1  blocked  up  the  door ;  upon  which  the  defendant  pulled  the  wall 
down.  The  wall  was  erected  on  the  pavement  of  the  court;  and  the 
court  had  been  paved,  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  by  the  Commission- 
ers under  Stat.  12  Geo.  3,  c.  68,  and  was  lighted  under  the  powers  of  the 
same  Act.  It  was  objected,  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  third  and  fourth 
pleas  were  not  proved,  inasmuch  as  the  court  was  not  a  public  place 
within  the  meaning  of  Stat.  57  G.  3,  c.  xxix.,  and,  not  being  a  thorough- 
fare, could  have  no  highway  through  it.  The  learned  judge  directed  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  issue  and  on  so  much  of  the  second 
issue  as  related  to  the  wall,  and  for  the  defendant  on  the  residue  of  the 
second  issue,  and  on  the  third  and  fourth  issues,  with  leave  to  move  to 
enter  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  third  and  fourth  issues. 

Knowks,  in  last  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  according  to  the 
leave  reserved,  and  also  to  enter  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  Non  obstante 
veredicto  on  the  third  issue. 

Montague  Chambers  and  Lush,  now  showed  cause. 

Garth,  contra. 

LORD  CAMPBELL,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  verdict  upon  the 
issue  on  the  third  plea  was  properly  given  for  the  defendant,  inasmuch 
as  the  evidence  went  to  show  that  the  locus  in  quo  was  a  public  place 
within  the  Statute.  But  I  am  also  of  opinion  that,  upon  this  issue,  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  Non  obstante  veredicto,  inasmuch  as 
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the  plea  does  not  allege  that  the  defendant  enjoyed  any  right  in  the 
exercise  of  which  it  was  necessary  for  him  to  remove  the  obstruction. 
He  was  bound,  according  to  Dimes  v.  Petley,  15  Q.  B.  276,  and  the 
cases  there  referred  to,  to  show,  not  only  that  he  had  such  a  right,  but 
that  there  was  no  way  in  which  he  could  exercise  it  without  the  re- 
moval. On  the  issue  raised  by  the  fourth  plea,  I  think  the  defendant 
is  entitled  to  a  verdict.  That  plea  alleges  that  there  was  a  public  high- 
way through  the  locus  in  quo,  and  that  it  was  impossible  for  the  de- 
fendant to  pass  along  the  highway  without  removing  the  wall.  The 
jury  found  that  there  was  such  public  highway ;  and  we  are  bound  to 
assume  that  finding  to  be  good,  unless,  as  is  contended,  there  cannot, 
in  law,  be  a  highway  through  a  place  which  is  no  thoroughfare.  It 
seems  to  me  that  such  a  doctrine  is  incorrect.  There  may  or  may  not 
be  a  highway  under  these  circumstances.  Take  the  case  of  a  large 
square  with  only  one  entrance,  the  owner  of  which  has,  for  many  j'ears, 
permitted  all  persons  to  go  into  and  round  it ;  it  would  be  strange  if  he 
could  afterwards  treat  all  persons  entering  it,  except  the  inhabitants,  as 
trespassers.  In  The  Trustees  of  the  Rugby  Charity  v.  Merryweather, 
11  East,  375  n.  (a.),  Lord  Kenyon  laid  down  that  there  might  be  a  high- 
way through  a  place  which  was  not  a  thoroughfare,  and  seems  to  have 
left  it  to  the  jury  whether  there  was  such  highway  or  not.  In  Woodyer 
v.  Hadden,  5  Taunt.  126,  the  court  did  not  decide  that  there  could  not 
be  a  highway  under  such  circumstances,  but  only  that  in  that  particular 
case  there  was  none ;  and  I  do  not  find  anything  decided  there  which 
is  necessarily  inconsistent  with  what  was  laid  down  by  Lord  Kenyon. 
The  fourth  plea,  therefore,  being  proved,  and  being  unexceptionable  on 
the  face  of  it,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  our  judgment. 

COLERIDGE,  J.  The  third  plea  being  given  up,  the  question  is, 
whether  there  was  a  highway  through  the  locus  in  quo,  as  alleged  in 
the  fourth  plea.  It  was  proved  that  the  court  in  question  had  one 
opening  only  into  a  public  street ;  that  it  contained  some  fifteen  houses, 
belonging  to  one  person,  but  occupied  by  different  tenants  ;  that  it  was 
paved  by  the  Commissioners  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  and  had 
always  been  lighted  by  the  parish.  The  jury  found  that  there  was  a 
public  highway  through  it ;  and  I  am  of  opinion,  as  I  was  at  the  trial, 
that  there  was  evidence  for  them,  both  of  a  dedication  to,  and  of  a 
user  by,  the  public.  The  finding,  therefore,  upon  the  facts,  is  satis- 
factor3T.  But  it  is  objected  that  there  cannot,  in  law,  be  a  highway 
through  a  place  which  is  not  a  thoroughfare,  and  that,  therefore,  I  was 
not  justified  in  telling  the  jun~  that  there  might  be  a  highway  through 
the  court,  and  leaving  it  to  them  to  say,  upon  the  evidence,  whether 
there  was  or  not.  I  cannot  see  any  such  legal  impossibilitj*  as  has 
been  suggested.  It  is  suggested  that  the  way  through  such  a  place  as 
this  must  be  assumed  to  be  for  the  use  of  the  inhabitants  only ;  but 
surely  it  is  for  the  jur}*  to  say  whether  there  has  or  has  not  been  a 
dedication  and  user.  More  or  less  user  may  be  proved  according  to 
the  size  and  character  of  the  place  ;  but  the  principle  does  not  vary. 
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KKI.K.  J.  "We  are  to  a&y  whether,  in  law,  there  can  be  a  highway 
through  a  place  which  is  not  a  thoroughfare.  It  seems  to  be  clear, 
from  the  authorities,  that  there  can ;  and  I  do  not  see  an}-  reason  for 
holding  that  there  should  not.  Whether,  under  the  particular  cir- 
cumstances of  each  case,  there  is  a  thoroughfare,  is  a  question  for  the 

jury. 

CROMFTON,  J.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  for  judgment  Non  obstante 
veredicto  on  the  third  issue.  Rule  to 
enter  verdict  for  plaintiff  discharged."*- 


THE  QUEEN  v.  PRATT. 

QUEEN'S  BENCH.     1855. 

[Reported  4  E.  <L-  B.  860.] 

ON  appeal  against  a  conviction  under  Stat.  1  &  2  W.  4,  c.  32,  §  30, 
the  Sessions  stated  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  this  court.  The  case  set 
out  the  conviction,  of  which  the  material  part  was  as  follows : 
~,  ,.  \  Be  it  remembered  that,  on,  &c.,  at,  &c.,  Thomas  Pratt,  of, 
y&c.,  is  convicted  before  the  undersigned,  two  of  Her 
)  Majesty's  Justices  of  the  Peace  in  and  for  the  said  count}-, 
for  that  the  said  Thomas  Pratt  did,  on  llth  October,  A.  D.  1854,  at, 
&c.,  unlawfully  commit  a  certain  trespass  by  being  in  the  da}'  time  of 
the  same  day  upon  a  certain  piece  of  land  in  the  possession  and  occupa- 
tion of  George  Bowyer,  there,  then  and  there  in  search  of  game,  con- 
trary to  the  Statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided.  And  we  do 
adjudge  that  the  said  Thomas  Pratt  shall  for  the  said  offence  forfeit  the 
sum  of  £1,  &c. 

The  appeal  came  on  for  hearing  before  the  justices  assembled  at  the 
General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace,  in  and  for  the  county  of  Berks, 
on  the  2d  of  January,  1855  ;  when,  in  support  of  the  said  conviction,  it 
was  proved  by  the  said  respondents  that  the  appellant  Thomas  Pratt, 
on  the  llth  of  October,  1854,  about  four  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  was 
on  a  public  highway  in  the  parish  of  Radley,  carrying  a  gun,  and  accom- 
panied by  a  dog ;  that  the  appellant  waved  his  hand  to  the  dog,  and  the 
dog  entered  the  cover  or  plantation  on  one  side  of  the  highway  (which 
cover  or  plantation  is  in  actual  possession  and  occupation  of  George 
Bow}-er,  Esquire)  ;  after  which  a  pheasant  rose  and  flew  across  the  aid 
highway ;  and  the  defendant,  then  being  on  the  said  highway,  fired  at 
the  said  pheasant  so  crossing  the  said  highway  twice,  but  did  not  kill  it. 
The  said  highway  is  a  common  public  road  leading  from  Radley  to  Sun- 

1  See  accord.  People  v.  Kingman,  24  N.  Y.  559  ;  Bartlctt  v.  Bangor,  67  Me.  460. 
But  cf.  People  v.  Jackson,  7  Mich.  432. 
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ningwell,  in  tho  county  of  Berks  ;  and  George  Bowyer,  Esquire,  is  the 
owner  of  the  land  on  each  side  of  the  highway,  and  also  the  lord  of  the 
manor.  The  land  on  one  side  of  the  highway  is  let  by  the  said  George 
Bowyer  to  one  Stephen  Mundy,  who  occupies  it  as  a  yearly  tenant ;  but 
the  said  George  Bowyer  has  reserved  to  himself  the  right  of  entering 
thereon  at  all  times  for  the  purpose  of  killing  game.  Upon  hearing  of 
the  appeal,  it  was  contended,  by  the  appellant's  counsel,  that  the  evi- 
dence did  not  support  the  conviction,  inasmuch  as  the  appellant  was  on 
the  highway  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  trespass. 

By  consent  of  the  parties,  and  under  the  order  of  Mr.  Justice  Cole- 
ridge (the  further  hearing  of  the  appeal  having  been  adjourned  by  the 
said  justices),  this  case  is  now  stated ;  and  the  question  on  which  the 
opinion  of  the  court  is  requested  is :  Whether  the  said  conviction  is  sup- 
ported in  law  by  the  evidence  adduced  on  the  part  of  the  respondents 
as  above  set  out. 

Carrington,  in  support  of  the  conviction. 

Dowdeswell,  contra. 

LORD  CAMPBELL,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  conviction  should 
be  affirmed.  Stat.  1  &  2  W.  4,  c.  32,  §  30,  enacts  that,  if  an}-  person 
"  shall  commit  an}'  trespass  by  entering  or  being,  in  the  day  time,  upon 
an}-  land,  in  search  or  pursuit  of  game,"  he  may  be  convicted.  And 
then  follows  a  proviso  that  "  any  person  charged  with  any  such  tres- 
pass shall  be  at  liberty  to  prove,  by  way  of  defence,  any  matter  which 
would  have  been  a  defence  to  an  action  at  law  for  such  trespass."  Such 
being  the  enactment,  the  appellant  Pratt  is  convicted  of  committing  a 
trespass  by  being  in  the  day  time  on  land  in  the  occupation  of  Mr. 
Bowyer ;  the  facts  proved  in  evidence  are  stated ;  and  the  question  is 
asked  of  us,  whether  they  support  the  conviction. 

After  considering  the  language  of  the  enactment,  I  think  that  the  Legis- 
lature contemplated  that  the  offender  must  personally  be  or  enter  on  the 
land.  Had  the  words  been  only  "  commit  any  trespass  on  land  in  pursuit 
of  game,"  I  should  have  said  that  sending  a  dog  upon  the  land  was  within 
the  meaning  of  the  words  ;  but  when  I  find  the  words  are,  "  commit  any 
trespass  by  entei'ing  or  being,  .  .  .  upon  any  land,"  I  think  that  the  con- 
struction of  the  section  is  that  there  must  be  a  personal  entering  and 
being  on  the  land.  Then  comes  the  question,  whether  there  was  evi- 
dence to  support  a  conviction  for  personally  being  on  the  land  of  Mr. 
Bowyer  in  search  of  game  ;  and  I  think  there  was.  We  have  the  facts 
stated,  that  he  was  upon  the  highway  carrying  a  gun,  and  accompanied 
by  a  dog ;  that  he  waved  his  hand  to  the  dog,  which  entered  the  ad- 
joining cover ;  that  a  pheasant  rose ;  and  he,  being  on  the  highway, 
fired  at  it,  but  missed  it ;  that  the  highway  is  a  public  road  ;  and  that 
Mr.  Bowyer  is  owner  of  the  land  on  both  sides,  and  in  actual  occupa- 
tion of  the  land  on  one  side  of  the  highway.  On  these  facts  I  think  the 
magistrates  were  perfectly  justified  in  concluding  that  Pratt  was  tres- 
passing on  land  in  the  occupation  of  Mr.  Bowyer,  in  search  of  game. 
He  was  beyond  all  controversy  on  laud,  the  soil  and  freehold  of  which 
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were  in  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  land,  that  is,  Mr.  Bowyer.  It  is  true 
the  public  had  a  right  of  way  there  ;  but,  subject  to  that  right,  the  soil 
and  every  right  incident  to  the  ownership  of  the  soil  was  in  Mr.  Bowyer. 
The  road,  therefore,  must  be  considered  as  Mr.  Bowyer's  land.  Then 
Pratt,  being  on  that  land,  was  undoubtedly  a  trespasser  if  he  went  there, 
not  in  exercise  of  the  right  of  way,  but  for  the  purpose  of  seeking  game, 
and  that  only.  If  he  did  go  there  for  that  purpose  only,  he  committed 
the  offence  named  in  the  Act :  he  trespassed  by  being  on  the  land  in 
pursuit  of  game.  The  evidence  of  his  being  there  for  that  purpose  is 
ample.  He  waved  his  hand  to  the  dog ;  the  dog  entered  the  cover  and 
drove  out  a  pheasant ;  and  Pratt  fired  at  it.  The  magistrates  are  fully 
justified  in  drawing  the  conclusion  that  he  went  there,  not  as  a  passen- 
ger on  the  road,  but  in  search  of  game.1  Conviction  affirmed. 


PERLEY  v.  CHANDLER. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1810. 
[Reported  6  Mass.  454.] 

THIS  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  obstructing  the  plaintiffs  water- 
course in  Winthrop,  and  filling  up  the  same  with  logs,  stones,  and 
earth. 

The  defendant  pleaded  that  the  watercourse  mentioned  in  the  plain- 
tiffs declaration  was  a  nuisance  in  the  highway  in  Winthrop,  and  that 
the  abatement  of  that  nuisance  was  the  trespass  alleged. 

To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  replied  in  substance,  that  he  was  seised  of  a 
close  of  land  on  each  side  of  the  highway,  the  one  close  on  the  north, 
and  the  other  on  the  south  side  ;  and  that  he  was  possessed  of  a  right 
of  conducting  water  from  the  close  on  the  north  to  the  close  on  the  south 
side  of  the  highway,  for  the  purpose  of  working  certain  mills  belonging 
to  him,  and  standing  on  the  close  last  mentioned. 

The  rejoinder  denied  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  watercourse,  for 
the  purpose  mentioned  in  the  replication,  and  on  this  right  an  issue  was 
joined  to  the  country. 

Upon  the  trial  of  this  issue,  before  Sedgwick,  J.,  at  the  last  October 
term  in  this  count}*,  it  appeared  that  one  John  Chandler  formerly 
owned  the  two  closes  before  mentioned,  and  that  one  Sampson  Davis 
purchased  the  north  close,  bounded  upon  the  road  upon  one  side,  and 
on  the  water  upon  the  other  side,  by  deed  dated  December  5th,  1798, 
with  privileges  through  Chandler's  land  to  his  upper  mill-pond  or  dam, 
for  the  purpose  of  conveying  water  where  Chandler  former!}*  conveyed 
it,  or  in  an}*  other  place  where  Davis  should  think  most  convenient, 
and  the  privilege  of  digging  a  ditch  into  Chandler's  mill-stream  for  the 

1  The  concurring  opinions  of  the  other  judges  are  omitted. 
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conveyance  of  water.  Afterwards,  on  the  7th  da}-  of  the  same  month, 
Davis  purchased  of  Chandler  the  south  close,  which  was  bounded  by  the 
water  on  one  side,  and  on  the  opposite  side  by  the  highway.  On  the 
21st  of  January-,  1801,  Amos  Perley  duly  levied  an  execution,  issued 
upon  a  judgment  in  his  favor  against  Davis,  upon  the  two  closes,  and 
on  the  land  between  them,  over  which  the  highway  was  located  ;  and 
on  the  12th  of  April,  1803,  the  said  Amos  Perley,  by  deed  of  release, 
conve}-ed  to  the  plaintiff  in  fee,  the  estate  on  which  his  said  execution 
was  levied.  Upon  these  conveyances  the  plaintiff  rested  his  right  to  the 
watercourse ;  he  having  also  offered  evidence  to  prove  that  he  was  in 
possession  of  the  land  described  in  Amos  Perley's  deed  of  release  to 
him,  at  the  time  it  was  given. 

It  was  agreed  that  the  plaintiff,  claiming  a  right  to  do  it,  made  the 
watercourse,  for  the  filling  up  and  obstructing  whereof  he  brought  this 
action,  to  convey  therein  water  from  the  close  on  the  north  side  to  the 
close  on  the  south  side  of  the  highway,  for  the  purpose  of  working  his 
mills  standing  on  the  last-mentioned  close,  and  that  those  closes  were 
the  same  conveyed  by  Chandler  to  Davis. 

A  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff  by  consent,  subject  to  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court,  upon  the  facts,  which  are  in  substance  above  stated. 
And  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  had  the  right  put 
in  issue,  judgment  should  be  rendered  on  the  verdict  so  taken ;  and 
otherwise,  that  a  verdict  should  be  entered  for  the  defendant,  and  judg- 
ment be  rendered  accordingly. 

The  cause  was  shortly  argued  at  this  term  by  Wilde  for  the  plaintiff, 
and  Todd  for  the  defendant ;  after  which  the  opinion  of  the  court  was 
delivered  by 

PARSONS,  C.  J.  [After  stating  the  pleadings  and  the  facts.]  There 
is  a  defect  in  the  case.  It  is  not  alleged  that  John  Chandler  was  seised 
of  the  land  covered  by  the  highway,  which  lies  between  the  two  closes ; 
and  although  this  land  is  expressly  levied  upon  by  Amos  Perley's  exe- 
cution, yet  it  is  not  stated  that  the  watercourse  in  question  was  sunk  in 
this  land,  nor  that  the  way  had  been  previously  laid  out. 

But  taking  it  for  granted,  as  John  Chandler  owned  the  closes  adjoining 
on  each  side  of  the  wa}',  that  he  also  owned  the  land  over  which  the 
way  passed ;  that  it  was  the  land  described  in  Amos  Perley's  levy  as 
covered  by  a  way ;  and  that  the  watercourse  was  sunk  in  this  land,  over 
which  the  way  passed,  we  proceed. 

By  the  location  of  a  way  over  the  land  of  any  person,  the  public  have 
acquired  an  easement,  which  the  owner  of  the  land  cannot  lawfully  ex- 
tinguish or  unreasonably  interrupt.  But  the  soil  and  freehold  remain 
in  the  owner,  although  incumbered  with  a  way.  And  every  use  to 
which  the  land  may  be  applied,  and  all  the  profits  which  may  be  de- 
rived from  it,  consistently  with  the  continuance  of  the  easement,  the 
owner  can  lawfully  claim.  He  may  maintain  ejectment  for  the  land 
thus  incumbered ;  and  if  the  way  be  discontinued,  he  shall  hold  the 
land  free  from  the  incumbrance. 
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Upon  these  principles,  there  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  the  owner  of 
the  land  can  sink  a  drain,  or  any  watercourse,  below  the  surfa.ee  of  his 
land  covered  with  a  way,  so  as  not  to  deprive  the  public  of  their  ease- 
ment. And  it  is  a  common  practice  for  the  owners  of  water-mills,  or  of 
sites  for  water-mills,  to  sink  watercourses  for  the  use  of  their  mills  in 
their  own  land  under  highways,  care  being  taken  to  cover  the  water- 
courses sufficiently,  so  that  the  highways  remain  safe  and  convenient 
for  passengers. 

These  well-known  legal  principles  are  now  to  be  applied  to  the  case 
before  us.  The  point  saved  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  sink 
the  watercourse  in  question.  And  the  decision  of  this  point  must  de- 
pend either  on  the  privilege  he  had  in  the  soil  of  another,  or  on  his  right 
to  make  this  use  of  his  own  soil. 

The  plaintiff,  being  an  assignee  of  Sampson  Davis,  is  entitled  to  the 
privilege  purchased  by  Davis  of  John  Chandler,  by  the  first  conveyance. 
But  Chandler  owning  at  that  time  the  land  under  the  highway*,  the  priv- 
ilege to  dig  a  watercourse  an3'where  through  his  land  must  include  a 
privilege  to  dig  it  under  the  highway,  so  that  the  easement  remained  to 
the  public.  On  this  ground  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  dig  the  water- 
course in  question.  But  it  further  appears,  from  the  extent  returned  on 
Amos  Perlej-'s  execution,  that  the  land  under  the  highway  was  taken  by 
the  execution ;  and  it  also  appears  that  Amos  Perley  conveyed  that 
land  to  the  plaintiff.  If,  therefore,  the  lev}1  by  Amos  Perle}'  was  a  dis- 
seisin of  the  right  owner,  yet,  he  not  having  since  re-entered,  the  plain- 
tiff has  the  freehold,  subject,  however,  to  be  ousted  or  evicted  by  one 
who  has  the  legal  right. 

But  the  defendant  sets  up  no  title  to  the  land,  and  cannot  therefore 
dispute  the  plaintiff's  right  to  the  soil.  As  to  the  defendant,  the  plain- 
tiff must  be  deemed  to  be  the  owner ;  and  as  owner,  he  has  the  right  to 
a  watercourse  in  his  own  land  under  the  highway  ;  but  so  as  not  to  de- 
prive the  public  of  the  easement.  And  as  the  mere  right  in  the  plaintiff 
to  the  watercourse  in  question  is  the  only  point  reserved,  the  plaintiff, 
having  established  this  right,  must  have  judgment  on  the  verdict. 

If  the  case  presented  to  us  a  question,  whether  the  owner  of  the 
land,  over  which  is  a  public  highway,  might  open  a  watercourse  under 
the  way,  and  leave  it  open  at  top,  to  the  anno}-ance  of  passengers,  some 
further  considerations  would  be  necessar}*. 

If  a  highway  be  located  over  watercourses,  either  natural  or  artificial, 
the  public  cannot  shut  up  these  courses,  but  may  make  the  road  over 
them  by  the  aid  of  bridges.  But  when  a  way  has  been  located  over  pri- 
vate land,  if  the  owner  should  afterwards  open  a  watercourse  across  the 
way,  it  will  be  his  duty,  at  his  own  expense,  to  make  and  keep  in  repair 
a  way  over  the  watercourse,  for  the  convenience  of  the  public ;  and  if  he 
should  neglect  to  do  it,  he  ma3r  be  indicted  for  the  nuisance ;  and  upon 
the  conviction,  the  nuisance  may  be  prostrated  by  filling  up  the  water- 
course, if  he  shall  not  make  a  convenient  way  over  it.  This  obligation 
upon  the  owner  arises  from  the  consideration,  that  when  the  way  was 
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located,  the  public  were  to  be  considered  as  purchasers  of  the  easement, 
by  the  payment  to  the  owner  of  all  damages  which  he  sustained  in  con- 
sequence of  the  easement.  And  among  other  causes  of  damage  might 
be  estimated  the  inconvenience  of  opening  a  watercourse  at  his  own 
expense. 

Judgment  on  the  verdict. 


MAKEPEACE  v.   WORDEN. 

SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  JUDICATURE  OF  NEW  HAMPSHIRE.     1816. 
[Reported  1  N.  H.  16.] 

THIS  was  an  action  of  trespass.  The  declaration  contained  two 
counts,  —  1.  For  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiffs  close,  cutting  his 
trees,  and  subverting  the  soil.  2.  For  taking,  carrying  away,  and  con- 
verting to  the  defendant's  own  use  six  cords  of  wood  belonging  to  the 
plaintiff.  By  the  statement  of  facts  upon  which  the  cause  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  decision  of  court,  it  appeared  that  the  locus  in  quo  was  a 
public  highway  in  the  town  of  Chesterfield,  laid  out  through  the  plain- 
tiffs land  in  1801,  that  the  defendants  were  employed  by  the  town  to 
make  the  highway,  and  that  in  making  the  road  they  necessarity  cut 
sundry  trees,  which  they  afterwards  carried  away  and  converted  to 
their  own  private  use. 

Handerson,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Upham,  for  the  defendant. 

PER  CURIAM.  In  highways  laid  out  through  the  lands  of  individuals 
in  pursuance  of  Statutes,  the  public  has  only  an  easement,  a  right  of 
passage ;  the  soil  and  freehold  remain  in  the  individual,  whose  lands 
have  been  taken  for  that  purpose.  Towns  whose  duty  it  is  to  make 
roads  and  keep  them  in  repair  have  a  right  to  cut  trees  growing  in 
highways  so  far  as  is  necessary  to  the  performance  of  that  duty.  It  is 
therefore  clear  that  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  judgment  on  the  first 
count  in  this  case.  Whether  towns  have  a  right  to  use  trees  thus  cut, 
in  the  construction  of  the  road,  is  a  question  not  necessary  to  be  settled 
in  this  case.  The  plaintiff  complains,  not  that  his  trees  have  been  thus 
used,  but  that  they  have  been  converted  to  the  private  use  of  the  de- 
fendants. This  complaint  in  our  opinion  is  well  founded  and  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  judgment  on  his  second  count  for  the  value  of  the 
wood.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff ?• 

1  See  Tucker  v.  Eldred,  6  R.  I.  404. 
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CAMPBELL  v.  RACE. 
SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1851. 

[Reported  7  Cush.  408.] 

THIS  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plain- 
tiffs close  in  the  town  of  Mount  Washington,  and  was  tried  in  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas,  before  Byington,  J.  The  defendant  pleaded 
the  general  issue,  and  specified  in  defence  a  right  of  wa}-  of  necessity , 
resulting  from  the  impassable  state  of  the  adjoining  highway  by  ob^ 
structions  with  snow. 

The  defendant  introduced  evidence  that  at  the  time  when  the  trespass 
was  alleged  to  have  been  committed  he  was  travelling  with  his  team  on 
a  highway  running  east  and  west,  which  led  to  and  intersected  a  high- 
way running  north  and  south,  which  latter  highway  led  to  and  inter- 
sected another  highway,  on  which  the  defendant  had  occasion  to  go 
with  his  team ;  and  the  usual,  proper,  and  only  mode  of  getting  on 
which,  by  a  highway,  was  by  passing  over  the  two  highways  first  named, 
when  they  were  in  a  condition  fit  for  travel ;  but  at  the  time  of  the 
alleged  trespass  they  were  both  obstructed  and  rendered  impassable 
b}T  snow-drifts ;  because  of  which  obstructions,  the  defendant  turned 
out  of  the  first  highway  with  his  team,  at  a  place  where  it  was  rendered 
impassable  as  aforesaid,  and  passed  over  the  adjoining  fields  of  the 
plaintiff,  doing  no  unnecessary  damage,  and  returned  into  the  second 
highway  as  soon  as  he  had  passed  the  obstructions  which  rendered 
both  impassable.  And  he  contended,  that  the  highways  being  thus 
rendered  impassable,  he  had  a  way  of  necessity  over  the  plaintiffs  ad- 
joining fields,  or  that  his  so  passing  was  excusable,  and  not  a  trespass. 

But  the  judge  ruled  that  these  facts  constituted  no  defence  to  the 
action  ;  and  a  verdict  having  been  returned  accordingly  for  the  plaintiff, 
the  defendant  alleged  exceptions. 

W.  Porter  and  J.  C.  Wolcott,  for  the  defendant. 

I.  Sumner,  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  opinion  was  delivered  at  September  term,  1852. 

BIGELOW,  J.  It  igjipt-rontmvprted  by  the  counsel-fer-tbe  plaintiff 
that  the  rule  of  law  n  wo]|  nottlcrl  ip^England  that  where  a  highway 
becomes  obstructed  and  impassable  fromTemporary  causes,  a  traveller 
has  a  rigfrk4Q-gQ_ftg<ra  inamupon  adjoining  lands,  without  being  guilty 
of  trespass.  The  rule  is  so  lauTdown  in  the  elementary  books.  2  Bl. 
Com.  36  ;  Woolrych  on  Ways,  50,  51 ;  3  Cruise  Dig.  89  ;  Wellbeloved 
on  Ways,  38  ;  and  it  is  fully  supported  by  the  adjudged  cases.  Henn's 
Case,  W.Jones,  296;  3  Salk.  182;  1  Saund.  323,  note  3;  Absor  v. 

French,  2  Show.  28  ;  Young  v. ,  1  Ld.  Raym.  725  ;  Taylor  v. 

Whitehead,  2  Doug.  745 ;  Buttard  v.  Harrison,  4  M.  &  S.  387,  393. 
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Such  being  the  admitted  rule  of  law,  as  settled  by  the  English  authori- 
ties, it  was  urged  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  present  case  that  it 
had  never  been  recognized  or  sustained  by  American  authors  or  cases. 
But  we  do  not  find  such  to  be  the  fact.  On  the  contrary,  Mr.  Dane, 
whose  great  learning  and  familiar  acquaintance  with  the  principles  of 
the  common  law,  and  their  practical  application  at  an  early  period  in 
this  commonwealth,  entitle  his  opinion  to  very  great  weight,  adopts  the 
rule  as  declared  in  the  leading  case  of  Taylor  v.  Whitehead,  ubi  supra, 
which  he  says  "  is  the  latest  on  the  point,  and  settles  the  law"  3  Dane 
Ab.  258.  And  so  Chancellor  Kent  states  the  rule.  3  Kent  Com.  424. 
We  are  not  aware  of  an}'  case  in  which  the  question  has  been  distinctly- 
raised  and  adjudicated  in  this  country ;  but  there  are  several  decisions 
in  New  York,  in  which  the  rule  has  been  incidentally  recognized  and 
treated  as  well-settled  law.  Holmes  v.  Seely,  19  Wend.  507;  Wil- 
liams v.  Safford*  7  Barb.  309  ;  Newkirk  v.  Sabler,  9  Barb.  G52.  These 
authorities  would  seem  to  be  quite  sufficient  to  justify  us  in  the  recogni- 
tion of  the  rule.  But  the  rule  itself  is  founded  on  the  established  prin- 
ciples of  the  common  law,  and  is  in  accordance  with  the  fixed  and 
uniform  usage  of  the  community.  Indeed,  one  of  the  strongest  argu- 
ments in  support  of  it  is,  that  it  has  always  been  practised  upon  and 
acquiesced  in,  without  objection,  throughout  the  New  England  States. 
This  accounts  satisfactorily  for  the  absence  of  an}-  adjudication  upon 
the  question,  in  our  courts,  and  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  objection 
upon  this  ground,  which  was  urged  upon  us  by  the  learned  counsel  for 
the  plaintiff.  When  a  right  has  been  long  claimed  and  exercised,  with- 
out denial  or  objection,  a  strong  presumption  is  raised  that  the  right  is 
well  founded. 

The  plaintiffs  counsel  is  under  a  misapprehension  in  supposing  that 
the  authorities  in  support  of  the  rule  rest  upon  any  peculiar  or  excep- 
tional principle  of  law.  They  are  based  upon  the  familiar  and  well- 
settled  doctrine,  that  to  justify  or  excuse  an  alleged  trespass,  inevitable 
necessity  or  accident  must  be  shown.  If  a  traveller  in  a  highway,  by 
unexpected  and  unforeseen  occurrences,  such  as  a  sudden  flood,  heavy 
drifts  of  snow,  or  the  falling  of  a  tree,  is  shut  out  from  the  travelled 
paths,  so  that  he  cannot  reach  his  destination  without  passing  upon 
adjacent  lands,  he  is  certainly  under  a  necessity  so  to  do.  It  is  essen- 
tial to  the  act  to  be  done,  without  which  it  cannot  be  accomplished. 
Serious  inconveniences,  to  say  the  least,  would  follow,  especially  in  a 
climate  like  our  own,  if  this  right  were  denied  to  those  who  have  occa- 
sion to  pass  over  the  public  ways.  Not  only  would  intercourse  and  busi- 
ness be  sometimes  suspended,  but  life  itself  would  be  endangered.  In 
hilly  and  mountainous  regions,  as  well  as  in  exposed  places  near  the 
sea-coast,  severe  and  unforeseen  storms  not  unfrequently  overtake  the 
traveller,  and  render  highways  suddenly  impassable,  so  that  to  advance 
or  retreat  by  the  ordinary  path  is  alike  impossible.  In  such  cases  the 
only  escape  is,  by  turning  out  of  the  usually  travelled  way,  and  seeking 
an  outlet  over  the  fields  adjoining  the  highway.  If  a  necessity  is  not 
VOL.  ii.  —  38 
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created,  under  such  circumstances,  sufficient  to  justify  or  excuse  a  trav- 
eller, it  is  difficult  to  imagine  a  case  which  would  come  within  the  ad- 
mitted rule  of  law.  To  hold  a  part}'  guilty  of  a  wrongful  invasion  of 
another's  rights,  for  passing  over  land  adjacent  to  the  highway,  under 
the  pressure  of  such  a  necessity,  would  be  pushing  individual  rights  of 
property  to  an  unreasonable  extent,  and  giving  them  a  protection 
beyond  that  which  finds  a  sanction  in  the  rules  of  law.  Such  a  tempo- 
rary and  unavoidable  use  of  private  property  must  be  regarded  as  one 
of  those  incidental  burdens  to  which  all  property  in  a  civilized  commun- 
ity is  subject.  In  fact,  the  rule  is  sometimes  justified  upon  the  ground 
of  public  convenience  and  necessity.  Highways  being  established  for 
public  service,  and  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  whole  community,  a 
due  regard  for  the  welfare  of  all  requires  that  when  temporarily  ob- 
structed, the  right  of  travel  should  not  be  interrupted.  In  the  woids 
of  Lord  Mansfield,  "  it  is  for  the  general  good  that  people  should  be 
entitled  to  pass  in  another  line."  It  is  a  maxim  of  the  common  law, 
that  where  public  convenience  and  necessity  come  in  conflict  with  pii- 
vate  right,  the  latter  must  yield  to  the  former.  A  person  travelling  on 
a  highway,  is  in  the  exercise  of  a  public,  and  not  a  private  right.  If  he 
is  compelled,  by  impassable  obstructions,  to  leave  the  way,  and  go  upon 
adjoining  lands,  he  is  still  in  the  exercise  of  the  same  right.  The  rule 
does  not,  therefore,  violate  the  principle  that  individual  convenience 
must  always  be  held  subordinate  to  private  rights,  but  clearly  falls 
within  that  maxim,  which  makes  public  convenience  and  necessity 
paramount. 

It  was  urged  in  argument  that  the  effect  of  establishing  this  rule  of 
law  would  be  to  appropriate  private  property  to  public  use  without  pro- 
viding any  means  of  compensation  to  the  owner.  If  such  an  accidental, 
occasional,  and  temporary  use  of  land  can  be  regarded  as  an  appropria- 
tion of  private  property  to  a  public  use,  entitling  the  owner  to  compen- 
sation, which  ma}'  well  be  doubted,  still  the  decisive  answer  to  this 
objection  is  quite  obvious.  The  right  to  go  extra  viam,  in  case  of  tem- 
porary and  impassable  obstructions,  being  one  of  the  legal  incidents  or 
consequences  which  attaches  to  a  highway  through  private  property,  it 
must  be  assumed  that  the  right  to  the  use  of  land  adjoining  the  road 
was  taken  into  consideration  and  proper  allowance  made  therefor,  when, 
the  land  was  originally  appropriated  for  the  highway,  and  that  the  dam- 
ages were  then  estimated  and  fixed,  for  the  private  injury  which  might 
thereby  be  occasioned. 

It  was  also  suggested  that  the  Statutes  of  the  commonwealth,  impos- 
ing the  duty  on  towns  to  keep  public  ways  in  repair,  and  rendering 
them  liable  for  damages  occasioned  by  defects  therein,  furnish  ample 
remedies  in  cases  of  obstructions,  and  do  away  with  the  necessity  of 
establishing  the  rule  of  the  common  law  in  this  Commonwealth,  which 
gives  the  right  in  such  cases  to  pass  over  adjacent  lands.  But  this  is 
not  so.  Towns  are  not  liable  for  damages  in  those  cases  to  which 
this  rule  of  the  common  law  would  most  frequently  be  applicable,  —  of 
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obstructions,  occasioned  by  sudden  and  recent  causes,  which  have  not 
existed  for  the  space  of  twenty-four  hours,  and  of  which  the  towns  have 
had  no  notice.  Besides,  the  Statute  liability  of  towns  does  not  extend 
to  damages  such  as  would  ordinarily  arise  from  the  total  obstruction  of 
a  highwa}*,  being  expressly  confined  to  cases  of  bodily  injuries  and 
damages  to  property.  St.  1850,  c.  5 ;  Canning  v.  Williamstown,  1 
Cush.  451;  Harwood  v.  Loivell,  4  Gush.  310;  Brailey  v.  South- 
borough,  6  Cush.  141. 

From  what  has  alread}'  been  said,  the  limitations  and  restrictions  of 
the  right  to  go  upon  adjacent  lands  in  case  of  obstructions  in  the  high- 
way can  be  readily  inferred.  Having  its  origin  in  necessity,  it  must  be 
limited  by  that  necessity ;  cessante  ratione,  cessat  ipsa  lex.  Such  a 
right  is  not  to  be  exercised  from  convenience  merely,  nor,  when,  bj*  the 
exercise  of  due  care,  after  notice  of  obstructions,  other  ways  may  be 
selected  and  the  obstructions  avoided.  But  it  is  to  be  confined  to  those 
cases  of  inevitable  necessity  or  unavoidable  accident,  arising  from  sud- 
den and  recent  causes  which  have  occasioned  temporar}-  and  impassable 
obstructions  in  the  highwa}'.  What  shall  constitute  such  inevitable 
necessity  or  unavoidable  accident,  must  depend  upon  the  various  cir- 
cumstances attending  each  particular  case.  The  nature  of  the  obstruc- 
tion in  the  road,  the  length  of  time  during  which  it  has  existed,  the 
vicinity  or  distance  of  other  public  ways,  the  exigencies  of  the  traveller, 
are  some  of  the  many  considerations  which  would  enter  into  the  inquiry, 
and  upon  which  it  is  the  exclusive  province  of  the  juiy  to  pass,  in  order 
to  determine  whether  an}-  necessity  really  existed,  which  would  justify 
or  excuse  the  traveller.  In  the  case  at  bar,  this  question  was  wholly 
withdrawn  from  the  consideration  of  the  jur}*,  by  the  ruling  of  the 
court.  It  will  therefore  be  necessary  to  send  the  case  to  a  new  trial  in 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas.  Exceptions  sustained. 


CODMAN  v.   EVANS. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OP  MASSACHUSETTS.     1862. 
[Reported  5  Allen,  308.] 

TORT  to  recover  damages  for  the  continuance  of  bay-windows,  pro- 
jecting from  the  defendant's  dwelling-house  so  as  to  overhang  the  plain- 
tiffs' land. 

At  the  trial  in  the  Superior  Court,  before  Rockwell,  J.,  it  appeared 
that  the  injury  complained  of  was  a  continuance  of  the  same  injury  for 
which  a  former  action  had  been  brought,  between  the  same  parties.  1 
Allen,  443.  The  plaintiffs  put  in  evidence  the  former  judgment,  and 
proved  their  title  to  the  close  described  in  the  declaration  ;  and  the  de- 
fendant proved  his  title  to  the  adjoining  close,  and  offered  evidence  to 
show  that  the  portion  of  the  plaintiffs'  land  over  which  the  bay-windows 
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extended  was  part  of  a  passage  extending  from  Tremont  to  Avery  and 
Masou  Streets,  open  at  both  ends,  and  had  been  used  as  a  common 
thoroughfare  since  1811,  and  that  the  bay-windows  did  not  interfere 
with  its  use  as  a  highway.  He  also  offered  -evidence  to  prove  that  it 
was  and  for  nineteen  years  had  been  usual  and  customary  in  Boston  to 
build  ba3'-windows  projecting  over  highways  in  a  similar  manner  and  to 
a  like  extent  as  that  erected  by  him ;  and  for  more  than  sixt}'  years 
to  build  balconies  and  other  similar  projections  over  highways,  project- 
ing as  far  as  the  bay-windows  in  question.  But  the  judge  rejected  the 
evidence,  and  a  verdict  was  returned  for  the  plaintiffs.  The  defendant 
alleged  exceptions. 

G.  0.  SJiattuck  (G.  Putnam,  Jr.,  with  him),  for  the  defendant. 

C.  A.  Welch  and  W.  S.  Dexter,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

CHAPMAN,  J.  The  parties  are  owners  of  adjoining  lands,  and  the  de- 
fendant's house  stands  on  or  near  the  line.  The  construction  of  his 
deed  was  settled  in  the  former  case  between  the  same  parties.  1  Allen, 
443.  He  has  erected  a  bay-window  which  extends  beyond  the  line, 
over  the  plaintiffs'  land,  and  maintains  it  there.  The  justification  which 
he  sets  up  in  this  action  is,  that  there  is  a  highwa}-  over  the  plaintiffs' 
land,  extending  to  the  line,  and  that  his  structure  does  not  interfere 
with  the  use  of  the  waj'.  But  this  furnishes  no  legal  defence.  Noth- 
ing is  better  settled  than  that  a  highway  leaves  the  title  of  the  owner 
unaffected  as  to  everything  except  the  right  of  the  public  to  make  and 
repair  it  and  use  it  as  a  way,  and  for  some  other  public  purposes,  such 
as  drainage  and  the  laying  of  aqueducts  ;  and  that  an  adjoining  proprie- 
tor has  no  more  right  to  erect  and  maintain  a  permanent  structure  over 
the  land  than  if  no  highway  was  there.  A  mere  easement  has  passed 
to  the  public,  leaving  the  fee  in  the  owner.  An  adjoining  proprietor 
may  have  occasion  to  use  the  way  in  connection  with  his  land,  in  a 
different  manner  from  other  people.  In  O'Linda  v.  Lothrop,  21  Pick. 
292,  it  was  held  that  he  might  swing  his  gate  or  door  over  the  way, 
suffer  his  horses  or  carriages  to  stand  upon  it,  lay  building  materials 
upon  it  designed  to  be  used  on  his  land,  and  throw  earth  upon  it  as  he 
removed  the  earth  from  his  cellar.  But  these  are  all  temporary  acts, 
and  are  connected  with  the  use  of  the  way.  He  ma}-  spread  earth  upon 
it  to  make  it  more  level  and  his  access  to  it  from  his  premises  more 
convenient :  but  this  is  mereh*  fitting  it  more  perfectly  to  be  used  as  a 
way.  In  Underwood  v.  Carney,  1  Gush.  285,  the  uses  of  the  way 
which  were  held  to  be  legal  were  of  the  same  character  as  those  in 
O'Linda  v.  Lothrop.  They  did  not  constitute  permanent  occupation ; 
nor  do  those  cases  justify  an}*  occupation  except  for  a  reasonable  time, 
and  as  connected  with  its  use  as  a  way.  Here  the  occupation  has  been 
permanent,  and  having  no  connection  with  the  use  of  the  way. 

The  evidence  of  the  alleged  custom  was  rightly  rejected.  If  there  be 
a  custom  in  Boston  to  erect  bay-windows,  balconies,  and  other  struc- 
tures over  the  streets,  provided  they  do  not  interfere  with  the  rights  of 
the  public,  by  proprietors  who  own  the  soil  of  the  street,  such  a  custom 
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has  no  application  to  the  case.  If  it  be  a  custom  to  erect  them  over 
the  land  of  other  people,  such  a  custom  is  illegal ;  and  the  defendant 
cannot  justif}*  himself  in  occup}-ing  his  neighbor's  property  as  a  part  of 
his  dwelling-house  on  the  ground  that  such  trespasses  are  customary  in 
Boston.  Homer  v.  Dorr,  10  Mass.  26  ;  Waters  \.  Lilley,  4  Pick.  145. 
In  some  of  our  ancient  highways  the  fee  has  always  been  in  the  town. 
Probably  this  is  the  case  as  to  many  of  the  streets  of  Boston.  It  does 
not  follow  from  the  decision  of  this  case  that  the  public  could  maintain 
an  action  like  the  present.  There  are  also  many  cases  where  lands  ad- 
joining the  highwa}'  have  been  so  conveyed  that,  b}'  our  established 
construction  of  deeds,  the  fee  of  the  land  from  the  side  line  to  the  cen- 
tre of  the  highway  remains  in  the  grantor,  though  both  parties  actually 
supposed  it  was  conveyed.  It  is  now  too  late  to  discuss  the  question 
whether  it  would  not  have  been  better  to  hold  that  all  deeds  bounding 
on  the  highway  conveyed  all  the  rights  of  the  grantor  as  far  as  the 
middle  of  the  way,  as  deeds  bounding  on  streams  extend  to  the  thread. 
But  in  such  cases,  where  there  are  no  covenants  such  as  are  contained 
in  the  deed  of  Amory  to  Apthorp  respecting  the  way,  and  defining  the 
rights  of  the  parties  (see  1  Allen,  444),  and  where  the  grantor  has  no 
other  land  adjoining  the  highway  to  be  affected  by  building  a  structure 
over  the  waj*,  and  can  have  no  possible  use  of  his  fee  so  long  as  the 
highway  exists,  it  does  not  follow  from  the  decision  in  this  case  that  he 
can  maintain  an  action  for  the  erection  of  such  a  structure.  For  in  the 
pi'esent  case  the  plaintiff  not  only  has  a  right  to  have  the  whole  space 
occupied  by  the  street  open,  from  the  soil  upwards,  for  the  free  admis- 
sion of  light  and  air,  and  the  prospect  unobstructed  from  every  point, 
but  it  is  a  right  of  appreciable  value  in  reference  to  himself  and  his 
grantees,  who  are  proprietors  of  the  other  land  adjoining  the  wa\-.  If 
the  defendant  may  obstruct  the  light  and  air  and  prospect  by  means  of 
a  bay-window,  he  may  by  a  much  larger  structure,  and  thereby  greatly 
injure  the  propert}*  bounding  on  the  street. 

These  views  make  it  unnecessar}*  to  decide  the  .questions  argued  as  to 
the  actual  existence  of  the  highway  ;  because,  if  it  does  exist,  that.fact 
does  not  constitute  a  defence  to  the  action. 

Exceptions  overruled. 


MILLS   v.   LEARN. 
SUPREME  COURT  OF  OREGON.     1867. 

[Reported  2  Oreg.  215.] 

THE  complaint  alleges  that  a  properly  established  highway  runs 
through  plaintiffs  premises,  and  that  the  Umpqua  River  crosses  said 
highway  on  those  premises  ;  that  defendant  properly  obtained  a  license 
to  keep  a  ferry  across  that  river,  and  the  injuries  complained  of  are 
that  defendant  used  the  banks  of  the  Umpqua  River,  within  the  lines  of 
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the  public  road,  as  places  for  landing  from  his  ferry-boats,  and  for  tying 
up  the  same,  without  first  obtaining  permission ;  and  wrongfully  and 
unlawfully  continued  and  threatened  to  continue  so  to  use  the  said 
banks  ;  that  plaintiff  never  had  received  any  compensation  for  such  use. 
Plaintiff  prayed  for  a  decree  enjoining  defendant  from  committing  such 
trespasses.  Defendant  demurred  to  the  complaint  for  insufficiency,  and 
after  argument  the  court  below  sustained  the  demurrer  and  dismissed 
the  complaint  Plaintiff  appealed,  and  the  cause  stands  on  demurrer  to 
complaint,  and  the  error  alleged  in  sustaining  the  same. 

JKelsay  and  Watson,  counsel  for  appellant. 
W.  ./?.  Willis,  counsel  for  respondent. 

WILSON.  J.  At  the  December  Term, '1853,  in  the  case  of  Grant  v. 
Drew,  1  Oregon  R.  35,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Oregon  Territory  decided 
several  questions  which  arise  in  this  case.  Under  the  law  then,  the 
proprietor  of  the  land  adjoining  or  embracing  any  watercourse,  over 
which  a  ferry  might  be  established,  had  the  preference,  if  he  made 
application,  over  others,  to  keep  the  ferry.  The  present  law,  Code  , 
869,  §  42,  declares  not  only  a  similar  preference,  but  that  no  license 
shall  issue  to  another  unless,  after  notice  of  such  application  in  writing, 
given  to  the  riparian  owner  at  least  ten  days  prior  to  the  term  of  court, 
such  owner  fail  to  appear  and  claim  such  license.  That  court  declared 
that  Grant,  the  riparian  owner,  had  not  the  exclusive  right  to  the  ferry, 
and  that  he  had  failed  to  designate  his  preference  to  claim  his  right  at 
the  proper  time,  and  it  had  been  rightly  conferred  on  another.  After  a 
full  examination  of  the  authorities,  we  here  re-affirm  the  conclusions  then 
made,  that  when  a  public  highway  crosses  a  stream  of  water  it  is  not 
interrupted,  but  the  water,  and  the  soil  beneath  it,  within  the  limits  of 
the  road,  are  a  continuous  part  of  the  road  ;  that  when  necessary  for 
the  proper  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  highway  by  the  public,'  the  ferries 
and  bridges  are  also  parts  and  parcels  of  the  road.  The  present  law 
provides  for  no  terminations  of  a  road,  except  the  places  of  commence- 
ment and  ending ;  the  survey  is  continuous ;  if  streams  of  water  inter- 
vene, they  are  not  deemed  interruptions,  for  the  survey  continues  over 
them  as  though  the}'  did  not  exist,  and  the  distance  is  no  greater  or 
less  by  reason  of  their  happening.  Within  the  continuous  limits,  the 
public  are  entitled  to  have  the  way  made  safest  for  travel ;  to  have  hills 
lessened,  forests  removed,  embankments  made,  and  naturally  impas- 
sable places  made  passable  by  bridge  or  ferry.  From  the  varied  adju- 
dications hitherto  on  this  subject,  the  general  drift  tends  to  the  doctrine 
which  we  enunciate  as  the  law  in  Oregon.  Our  Statute  recognizes  full}' 
the  rule  in  our  Constitution,  art.  1,  §  18,  and  makes  ample  provision 
to  compensate  persons  for  those  privileges,  in  respect  to  roads,  which 
the  public  require.  Public  interests  demand  a  safe  and  free  right  of 
travel  through  and  over  the  whole  length  of  a  highway.  The  owner  of 
lands,  through  which  it  ma}'  pass,  has  been  notified  that  the  public  re- 
quires its  location.  He  is  well  aware  of  the  place  of  entrance  upon, 
and  exit  from  his  premises,  and  the  general  course  thereon;  of  the 
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necessity  of  a  ferry  or  bridge  he  is  certainly  apprised  ;  and  with  a  full 
knowledge  of  the  claim  for  a  practicable  road,  of  the  acts  needed  to 
make  it  such,  and  of  all  the  incidents  therewith  connected,  he  makes  a 
claim  for  damages  for  the  full  and  perfect  location  of  the  highway ;  and 
nowhere  does  the  Statute  comtemplate  a  claim  for  partial  damages. 
He  knows  the  extent  of  injury ;  knows,  too,  that  by  Statute  he  stands 
secure  of  the  right  to  keep  any  ferry  on  or  adjacent  to  his  lands,  if  he 
deem  it  of  an}*  sufficient  value.  It  would  be  strange  if,  with  all  this 
knowledge,  with  these  rights,  he  could  afterwards  say  to  the  public  that 
it  had  not  compensated  him  for  the  privilege  of  using  the  ground  at  the 
edge  of  a  stream  in  the  road  for  the  landing  of  those  boats,  which  the 
competent  authority  deems  best  fitted  for  the  convenience  of  the  pub- 
lic. If  his  general  claim  for  damages  has  been  adjusted,  or  if  he  have 
failed  to  make  such  claim^  we  deem  that  he  has  received  constitutional 
compensation  for  the  laying  out  of  the  road,  and  all  its  incidents.  He 
had,  we  affirm,  no  natural  rights,  except  the  right  of  landing  upon  the 
banks  of  the  stream,  and  the  right  to  a  private  ferry ;  certainly  the 
claim  for  damages  covers  the  former,  and  the  latter  is  still  his  privilege, 
though  a  public  ferry  be  established.  The  land  under  the  water,  as 
well  as  the  land  at  the  edge  of  the  stream,  is  subject  to  the  incum- 
brances  of  a  highway,  and  their  uses  differ  not ;  there  is  no  line  in  a 
highwaj-,  on  the  different  sides  of  which  there  are  different  rights  or  in- 
cumbrances.  The  franchise  of  a  fern"  rests  with  the  State,  and  the 
right  to  locate  a  road  is  vested  in  the  same  authority,  and  both  powers 
are  jointly  used  in  locating  a  highway,  if  necessary,  and  damages  are 
claimed  for  the  exercise  of  both,  if  claimed  at  all. 

A  brief  reference  to  authorities  sustains  this  view.  In  Peters  v.  Ken- 
dall, 6  Barn.  &  Cress.  703  (1827),  the  English  courts  held  that  the 
owner  of  the  feny  need  not  have  the  property  in  the  soil  on  either  side  ; 
it  was  sufficient  that  the  landing-place  was  a  public  highwa}' ;  it  was  a 
right  incident  to  the  ferry  to  use  such  landing-place  for  the  purposes 
of  a  ferry.  Virginia  authorities  go  very  far  that  way.  Somerville  v. 
Wimbish,  1  Grat.  205  ;  Patrick  v.  Ruffner,  2  Rob.  2*09.  So  Mills  v. 
Commissioners,  3  Scam.  53  ;  and  from  the  collation  of  authorities, 
carefully  made,  Chancellor  Kent,  in  the  third  volume  of  his  Commen- 
taries, note  to  page  421,  declares  this  the  better  doctrine,  that  "  this  is 
the  most  reasonable  conclusion  upon  the  right  to  the  use  of  a  public 
highwa}-  to  which  a  ferry  is  connected."  The  cases  cited  by  counsel 
for  appellant  go  mainly  to  this  point,  that  a  highway  being  established, 
and  the  public  and  the  land-owner  having  acquired  rights  and  privi- 
leges incident  thereto,  such  use  and  such  rights  cannot  be  taken  by  a 
private  or  public  corporation  for  particular  purposes,  or  be  diverted  to 
other  and  inconsistent  uses,  without  compensation  for  such  appropria- 
tion or  diversion.  To  that  doctrine  we  cheerfully  subscribe  ;  but  those 
cases  do  not  apply  here.  We  deem  the  ferry  a  part  of  the  road ;  with- 
out it,  the  road  is  useless,  and  the  location  has  failed  in  its  object. 
The  landings  are  upon  the  highway  and  within  its  lines,  and  the  dis- 
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tinction  is  a  very  shadowy  one,  between  stepping  from  the  land  upon  a 
boat,  and  from  thence  upon  the  land,  and  stepping  from  land  to  land, 
especially  when  all  valuable  rights  are  saved  in  other  ways  by  our  laws, 
perhaps  as  a  part  of  a  compensation  to  the  land-owner.  The  owner  of 
the  land  cannot  go  upon  that  landing  and  build  abutments,  or  lay  a 
wharf.  Surely  no  diversion  of  use  has  been  made,  no  appropriation 
different  from  the  first  great  purpose  of  having  a  safe  and  speedy  line 
for  public  travel  and  convenience.  While  this  view  decides  the  case  in 
question,  there  is  another  feature  which  belongs  specially  to  this  case. 

If  the  right  to  land  from  a  ferry  boat  on  a  highway  upon  appellant's 
land  was  his  own,  and  not  to  be  taken  without  compensation,  certainly 
the  public  has  notified  him  that  an  appropriation  of  that  right  was  de- 
manded, and  by  as  strict  a  course  of  procedure  as  in  laying  out  a  high- 
wa}',  he  was  notified  that,  upon  a  certain  time  it  would  be  appropriated, 
unless  he  appeared  and  received  that  which  would  be  in  every  view  a 
compensation,  viz. :  The  receiving  of  that  franchise  from  the  State 
which  could  only  make  the  landing-place  of  any  value  to  him  ;  compen- 
sation was  assessed  and  tendered  then.  The  law  declares  that  he  shall 
be  preferred.  He  has  no  right  to  have  a  public  ferry  in  any  way,  with- 
out that  franchise ;  the  landing  is  to  him  of  no  value  otherwise.  If, 
then,  conscious  of  that  claim  of  appropriation  to  public  use  of  his  lands, 
he  fail  to  appear  and  obtain,  not  only  the  value  of  landing  from  the 
stream,  but  also  an  exclusive  ferry  right,  does  he  not  waive  any  claim 
to  compensation  ?  Does  he  not  declare  that  it  is  of  no  sufficient  value 
to  compensate  him  for  the  trouble  of  asking  for  his  rights?  Or,  does  he 
not  consent  that  what  might  be  of  value  to  him,  ma}-  be  given  to 
another?  And  no  court  would  hold  other  than  that  he  had  consented  to 
such  use.  In  this  case  the  full  compliance  with  the  law  had  been  made, 
and  appellant  had  suffered  such  a  course  when  fully  conscious  of  its 
effect.  In  either  view  we  have  taken,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
should  be  affirmed.1 


STATE  v.  DAVIS. 
SUPREME  COURT  OF  NORTH  CAROLINA.     1879. 

[Reported  80  N.  C.  351.] 

INDICTMENT  for  an  affray  tried  at  November  Term,  1878,  of  Wake 
Criminal  Court,  before  Strong,  J. 

The  opinion  contains  the  facts.  That  portion  of  the  charge  of  the 
court  to  which  exception  was  taken  is  as  follows  (the  defendant  and 
one  Lassiter  being  on  trial  under  the  indictment)  :  "  Should  the  jury  find 

1  See  accord.  Clark  v.  White,  5  Bush.  353  (1869)  ;  contra.  Cooper  v.  Smith,  9  S.  & 
R.  26  (1822)  ;  and  Prosser  v.  Wapello  County,  18  Iowa,  327  (1865).  Cf.  Burrows  v. 
Gallup,  32  Conn.  493. 
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that  defendant  Davis  while  in  a  public  highwa}-  passing  over  lands  of 
which  Mrs.  Laws  was  in  possession,  or  while  out  of  the  highway  but  on 
such  lands,  used  obscene,  vulgar,  and  profane  language,  to  the  annoy- 
ance of  men  and  women  in  the  house  of  Mrs.  Laws  situated  near  by, 
and  that  defendant  Lassiter  was  her  son  and  lived  in  said  house  with 
his  mother,  and  that  he  struck  Davis  for  the  purpose  of  suppressing 
said  annoyance,  and  used  no  more  force  than  was  necessary  for  that 
purpose,  you  will  find  him  not  guilt}'."  Verdict  of  Not  guilty  as  to 
Lassiter,  and  Guilty  as  to  Davis.  Judgment,  appeal  by  defendant. 

Attorney-  General,  for  the  State. 

Mr.  T.  M.  Argo,  for  the  defendant. 

ASHE,  J.  The  defendant  and  one  Evans  were  quarrelling  near  the 
dwelling-house  of  Mrs.  Laws  in  a  public  road  running  over  her  land. 
The  defendant,  armed  with  a  pistol  which  he  had  in  his  hand,  was  vapor- 
ing, cursing,  and  using  ver}T  vulgar  language  in  the  hearing  of  the  in- 
mates of  the  house.  Lassiter,  who  was  the  son  of  Mrs.  Laws  and  lived 
with  her,  came  out  with  an  ordinary  walking-stick  in  his  hand  and  re- 
monstrated with  the  defendant,  who,  still  holding  his  pistol,  cursed  and 
denounced  him,  saying  he  was  in  the  public  road,  and  he  would  curse  as 
much  as  he  pleased.  After  the  interchange  of  a  few  words,  the  lie 
was  given  by  defendant,  and  Lassiter  struck  him  with  his  stick  ;  when 
the  defendant  attempted  to  use  his  pistol,  but  was  prevented  by  those 
present. 

He  seems  to  have  rested  his  defence  upon  the  ground  that  he  was  in. 
the  public  road,  and  had  the  right  to  do  there  as  he  pleased.  In  this  he 
was  mistaken.  The  public  have  only  an  easement  in  a  highwa}- ;  that 
is,  the  right  of  passing  and  repassing  along  it.  The  soil  remains  in  the 
owner,  and  where  one  stops  in  the  road  and  conducts  himself  as  the 
defendant  is  charged  to  have  done,  he  becomes  a  trespasser,  and 
the  owner  has  the  right  to  abate  the  nuisance  which  he  is  creating. 
The  principle  of  molliter  manus  does  not  apply  to  a  case  like  this, 
where  the  trespasser,  armed  with  a  pistol,  is  acting  in  such  belligerent 
defiance.  See  State  v.  -Buckner,  Phil.  558. 

The  defendant  used  language  which  was  calculated  and  intended  to 
bring  on  a  fight,  and  a  fight  ensued.  He  is  guilty.  /State  v.  ferry,  5 
Jones,  9 ;  State  v.  Jtobbins,  78  N.  C.  431. 

We  find  no  error  in  the  charge  given  by  His  Honor  to  the  jury.  Let 
this  be  certified,  &c. 

PER  CURIAM.  No  error.1 

1  See  Adams  v.  Rivers,  11  Barb.  390. 
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WILLIAMS  y.  NEW  YORK  CENTRAL  RAILROAD  COMPANY.* 

COURT  OF  APPEALS  OF  NEW  YORK.     1857. 

[Reported  16  N.  Y.  97.] 

SELDEN,  J.2  This  is  a  suit  in  equity,  the  object  of  which  is  to  obtain 
a  perpetual  injunction,  restraining  the  defendants  from  continuing  to 
use  and  occupy  with  their  railway  a  portion  of  a  certain  highway  or 
street,  in  the  village  of  Syracuse,  known  as  Washington  Street,  and  to 
recover  damages  for  its  past  occupation.  Washington  Street  was  gra- 
tuitously dedicated  to  the  use  of  the  public  by  the  plaintiff  and  others 
through  whose  land  it  was  laid ;  and  the  Utica  and  Syracuse  Railroad 
Company,  to  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  which  the  defendants  have 
succeeded,  constructed  their  railway  upon  it  without  making  any  com- 
pensation to  the  plaintiff,  and  without  his  consent.  At  the  time  the 
track  was  laid  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  a  large  number  of  lots 
fronting  upon  the  street,  a  portion  of  which  he  has  since  sold,  with  a 
reservation  of  his  claim  against  the  railroad  company  for  damages,  and 
a  portion  of  which  he  still  owns.  The  damages  which  have  accrued, 
both  upon  the  sold  and  unsold  portions  of  the  premises,  are  claimed  in 
this  suit. 

The  defendants,  in  justification  of  their  occupation  of  the  street,  show 
that  the  charter  of  the  Utica  and  S3'racuse  Railroad  Company  (Laws  of 
1836,  319,  §  11)  declares  that  their  road  might  "intersect"  and  be 
built  upon  an}*  highway,  and  that  this  right  is  confirmed  by  the  General 
Railroad  Act  of  1850. 

They  also  show  the  express  consent  of  the  municipal  authorities  of 
the  village,  as  well  as  of  the  city  of  Syracuse,  to  such  occupation.  The 
principal  question,  therefore,  and  the  only  one  which  I  deem  it  neces- 
sary to  consider,  is,  whether  the  State  and  municipal  authorities  com- 
bined could  confer  upon  the  railroad  company  the  right  to  construct 
their  road  upon  this  street,  without  obtaining  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff 
or  making  him  compensation. 

If  the  railway  encroaches  in  any  degree  upon  the  plaintiffs  proprie- 
tary rights,  then  it  is  clear  that  the  constitutional  inhibition,  which 
forbids  the  taking  of  private  property  for  public  use  "without  just 
compensation,"  applies  to  the  case. 

It  is  conceded  that,  by  the  dedication,  the  public  acquired  no  more 
than  the  ordinary  easement  or  right  to  use  the  premises  as  a  highway  ; 
and  that  the  plaintiff  continues  the  owner  in  fee,  in  respect  to  the  unsold 


i 


This  and  the  four  following  cases  have  been  placed  here  out  of  their  chronological 
order,  so  as  to  bring  the  class  of  questions  of  which  they  treat  together. 
1  The  opinion  only  is  given. 
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lots,  to  the  centre  of  the  street,  subject  only  to  this  easement ;  but  it  is 
contended  that  the  taking  and  use  of  the  street  by  the  railroad  com- 
pany does  not  encroach  upon  the  reserved  rights  of  the  plaintiff,  because 
the  use  of  a  street  for  the  purposes  of  a  railroad  is  only  "  one  of  the 
modes  of  enjoying  the  public  easement." 

Before  examining  this  position  in  the  light  of  principle,  it  will  be 
well,  as  the  question  is  one  of  great  importance,  to  ascertain  how  far  it 
ma}'  be  regarded  as  settled  by  authority.  In  doing  this  it  is  indispen- 
sable, to  avoid  confusion,  to  separate  those  cases  which  bear  directly 
upon  the  question,  from  numerous  cases  which,  although  they  may  ap- 
pear upon  a  cursory  reading  to  have  some  bearing  upon  the  subject,  will 
be  found  upon  closer  examination  to  throw  no  light  upon  it. 

In  the  first  place,  then,  it  should  be  observed  that  this  case  bears  no 
analog}'  to  that  class  of  cases  in  which  the  main  inquiry  is,  not  as  to 
an}-  violation,  either  direct  or  consequential,  of  the  corporeal  rights  of 
property  of  the  plaintiff,  but  rather  to  those  incidental  injuries  which 
unavoidably  result  from  the  construction  of  railwa}'s  through  the  streets 
of  populous  towns  and  villages,  such  as  noise,  smoke,  frightening  of 
horses,  obstruction  to  the  free  and  convenient  use  of  the  street,  &c. 
I  will  refer  to  two  or  three  of  the  cases  belonging  to  this  class,  which 
might  be  supposed,  unless  closely  examined,  to  have  something  to  do 
with  the  question. 

The  case  of  Drake  v.  The  Hudson  River  Railroad  Company,  7 
Barb.  508,  was  a  suit  brought  by  a  number  of  persons  claiming  to  be 
owners  of  lots  fronting  on  Hudson  Street,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  to 
restrain  the  defendants  from  laying  down  their  rails  in  that  street. 
Although  it  was  alleged  in  the  complaint  that  the  plaintiffs  were  owners 
in  fee  of  the  soil  to  the  centre  of  the  street,  and  the  point  was  made 
that  the  conversion  of  the  street  into  a  railroad  track  was  a  violation  of 
their  rights  of  property,  yet,  as  the  plaintiffs  entirely  failed  to  establish 
any  title  in  themselves  to  the  soil  of  the  street,  the  question  presented 
here  did  not  and  could  not  arise.  Justice  Jones,  who  delivered  the 
leading  opinion,  says  :  "  The  plaintiff  can,  consequently,  have  or  claim 
no  right  or  title  to  the  legal  estate  of  the  portions  of  Hudson  and  Canal 
Streets  taken  by  the  corporation  of  the  city,  by  authority  of  law,  for  the 
purpose  of  laying  out  and  forming  or  opening  the  same." 

Justice  Edwards  also  denied  that  the  plaintiff  had  any  title  to  the 
soil  of  the  street.  Indeed,  no  case  is  likely  to  arise  in  the  city  of  New 
York  which  would  be  entitled  to  any  weight  in  the  decision  of  this 
question,  for  the  reason  that  it  is  claimed,  and  apparently  with  much 
justice,  that,  as  to  a  large  portion  of  the  streets  in  that  city,  the  fee  of 
the  land,  and  not  a  mere  easement,  is  vested  in  the  corporation.  Judge 
Hoffman,  in  his  recent  work  on  the  corporate  powers  of  the  city,  after 
arguing  with  much  clearness  and  force  in  favor  of  the  position,  says : 
"  In  every  street,  then,  opened  under  the  provision  of  the  Acts  of  1807 
and  1813,  the  fee  in  the  soil  is  vested  in  the  corporation.  It  is  divested 
from  the  original  owners."  (Hoffman's  Treatise,  289.) 
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There  are  also  two  cases  which  have  arisen  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn, 
which  it  ma}'  be  well  briefly  to  notice;  viz.,  Plant  v.  Long  Island 
Railroad  Company,  10  Barb.  26,  and  Hentz  v.  The  Same,  13  Barb. 
646.  In  neither  of  these  cases  did  the  question  here  presented  arise. 
In  the  first,  the  defendants,  under  an  authority  from  the  common  coun- 
cil of  the  city  of  Brooklyn,  had  constructed  a  tunnel  under  the  street 
upon  which  the  plaintiff's  premises  were  situated.  The  opinion  of  the 
court  was  delivered  by  Justice  Edwards,  who,  while  he  argued  at  some 
length  in  favor  of  the  power  of  city  corporations  to  deal  with  streets  in 
a  way  not  authorized  in  respect  to  highways  in  the  country,  neverthe- 
less held  that  the  question  now  under  consideration  did  not  arise. 
After  insisting  that  it  did  not  appear  in  the  case  but  that  the  plaintiff 
might  have  received  compensation,  he  sa3*s:  "But  again,  suppose  that 
no  compensation  has  been  made  to  the  owners  of  the  adjoining  lands, 
and  no  consent  has  been  obtained  from  them,  how  can  the  plaintiff  take 
advantage  of  it  in  this  suit?  He  does  not  claim  damages  for  trespass 
upon  land  owned  or  possessed  by  him,  nor  for  an  injury  done  to  the 
soil  in  front  of  his  lot.  He  claims  consequential  damages  for  injury 
alleged  to  have  been  done  to  his  business." 

In  the  second,  which  was  a  Special  Term  case,  Judge  Strong,  before 
whom  it  was  heard,  cautiousl}r  reserves  his  opinion  upon  the  point 
before  us.  After  showing  that  the  plaintiff  had  established  no  title  to 
the  soil  of  the  street,  he  says :  "  But  if  the  plaintiff  had  a  full  title  to 
the  land  in  question  when  it  was  first  taken,  and  if  he  would  then  have 
been  entitled  to  an}T  compensation  from  the  defendants  for  appropriat- 
ing it  to  a  species  of  locomotion  different  from  that  for  which  it  had 
been  dedicated  or  acquired  (concerning  which  it  is  not  necessary  that  I 
should  give  an  opinion,  nor  do  I),  there  is  still  a  serious  obstacle  in  the 
way  of  obtaining  an  injunction." 

The  case  of  The  Ohio  and  Lexington  Railroad  Company  v.  Apple- 
gate,  8  Dana,  289,  having  been  decided  by  the  highest  court  in  Ken- 
tucky, is  apparently  relied  upon ;  but  it  clearly  belongs  to  the  same 
class  with  those  already  considered.  Chief  Justice  Robertson  there 
discusses  the  general  subject  very  elaborately  and  in  a  varict}1  of  as- 
pects ;  but,  upon  careful  analysis,  it  will  be  found  that  the  only  points 
involved  in  the  case  were,  whether  the  railroad  was  a  purpresture,  or 
such  an  interference  with  the  incorporeal  rights  or  easements  appur- 
tenant to  the  plaintiff's  lots,  situated  upon  the  street,  as  constituted  it  a 
private  nuisance.  Indeed,  the  latter  may  be  considered  the  only  point, 
as  there  clearly  could  be  no  purpresture  when  the  road  was  constructed 
by  the  express  authority  of  both  the  municipal  and  State  governments. 
No  such  question  as  that  presented  in  this  case  could  have  arisen, 
because  the  fee  of  the  land  over  which  the  street  was  laid  was  regarded 
as  being,  not  in  the  plaintiffs,  but  in  the  corporation  of  Louisville. 
This  clearly  appears  from  the  language  of  the  Chief  Justice.  In  one 
portion  of  his  opinion  he  says :  "  Although,  therefore,  an  ordinary  public 
way  may  be  discontinued,  or  applied  to  some  other  public  purpose  than 
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that  for  which  it  was  first  established,  without  an}*  legal  liability  for 
pecuniary  compensation  to  the  local  public,  or  to  an}-  owner  of  adjoin- 
ing lands,  because  neither  such  public  nor  proprietor  had  any  right  of 
property  in  the  way,  or  any  other  legal  interest  in  it  than  that  which 
was  common  to  all  the  people  ;  and  though  also  the  mayor  and  coun- 
cil, holding  the  legal  title  to  the  streets  of  Louisville  in  trust,  chiefly 
for  public  purposes,  might  regrade  and  improve  those  streets,"  &c. 

This  extract  shows,  not  only  that  the  plaintiffs  had  no  title  to  the 
soil,  but  that  they  were  seeking  redress  for  being  deprived  of  their 
easement  in  the  street,  and  that  this  was  the  point  under  consideration 
by  the  court. 

These  cases,  and  others  of  the  same  class  may  be  considered  as  set- 
tling the  question  that  a  railroad  in  a  populous  town  is  not  a  nuisance 
per  se,  and  that,  when  the  railroad  company  has  acquired  the  title  to 
the  land  upon  which  its  road  is  located,  such  company,  being  in  the 
exercise  of  a  lawful  right,  is  not  liable,  unless  guilty  of  some  misconduct 
or  negligence,  for  any  consequential  injuries  which  may  result  to  others 
from  the  operation  and  use  of  its  road  ;  but  they  decide  nothing  what- 
ever in  regard  to  the  question  to  be  considered  in  this  case ;  and  it 
would  not  have  been  necessary  to  notice  them  at  all,  were  it  not  that 
in  some  of  them  so  many  points  are  discussed,  which  were  not  before 
the  court,  that,  without  a  close  examination,  what  is  really  decided 
would  not  readily  be  seen. 

There  is  also  another  class  of  cases  in  which,  although  the  injury 
complained  of  is  to  the  corporeal  lights  of  the  plaintiff,  yet,  being 
merely  consequential,  and  no  direct  trespass  or  unauthorized  intrusion 
upon  the  plaintiffs  property  being  alleged,  the  question  under  consid- 
eration here  could  not  arise.  Such  are  the  cases  of  Fletcher  v.  The 
Auburn  and  Syracuse  Railroad  Company,  25  Wend.  464  ;  Chapman 
v.  The  Albany  and  Schenectady  Railroad  Company,  10  Barb.  360. 
In  these  and  the  like  cases,  the  title  of  the  company  to  the  ground  on 
which  its  road  is  built  is  not  disputed ;  it  is  unnecessary,  therefore, 
to  notice  them  further  here. 

We  come,  then,  to  the  consideration  of  the  cases  which  do  bear,  with 
more  or  less  weight,  upon  the  question  to  be  decided,  and  upon  which, 
so  far  as  authority  is  concerned,  its  decision  must  mainly  depend.  The 
first  among  these  cases,  in  the  order  of  time  as  well  as  of  importance, 
is  that  of  The  Presbyterian  Society  of  Waterloo  v.  The  Auburn  and 
Rochester  Railroad  Company,  3  Hill,  56J-  The  declaration  was  in 
trespass  for  entering  upon  the  plaintiffs'  premises,  digging  up  the  soil, 
and  constructing  their  railroad  track  upon  it.  The  defence  was,  that 
the  locus  in  quo  was  a  public  highway,  and  that  the  charter  of  the  com- 
pany expressly  authorized  it  to  construct  its  road  upon  and  across  any 
highway.  The  point,  therefore,  was  presented  in  the  most  direct  man- 
ner possible,  and  the  defence  was  most  emphatically  overruled.  The 
language  of  Chief  Justice  Nelson  is  most  pertinent  and  forcible.  He 
says :  "  But  the  plaintiffs  were  not  divested  of  the  fee  of  the  land  by 
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the  laying  out  of  a  highway ;  nor  did  the  public  thus  acquire  any 
greater  interest  therein  than  a  right  of  way,  with  the  powers  and  privi- 
leges incident  to  that  right;  such  as  digging  the  soil,  and  using  the 
timber  and  other  materials  found  within  the  limits  of  the  road,  in  a  rea- 
sonable manner,  for  the  purpose  of  making  and  repairing  the  same. 
Subject  to  this  easement,  and  this  only,  the  rights  and  interests  of  the 
owner  of  the  fee  remained  unimpaired.  It  is  quite  clear,  therefore, 
even  if  the  true  construction  of  the  eleventh  section  accords  with  the 
view  taken  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendants,  that  the  legislature  had 
no  power  to  authorize  the  compan}*  to  enter  upon  and  appropriate  the 
land  in  question,  for  purposes  other  than  those  to  which  it  had  been 
originally  dedicated,  in  pursuance  of  the  Highway  Act,  without  first 
providing  a  just  compensation  therefor." 

It  was  urged  in  that  case,  as  in  this,  that  using  the  road  for  a  railway 
was  only  a  different  mode  of  exercising  the  right  which  had  been  ac- 
quired by  the  people ;  that  the  use  was  virtually  the  same,  viz.,  that  of 
accommodating  the  travelling  public.  But  the  argument  met  with  no 
favor  from  the  court.  Judge  Nelson  says  :  "  It  was  said  on  the  argu- 
ment that  the  highwaj*  is  only  used  by  the  defendants  for  the  purposes 
originally  designed,  the  accommodation  of  the  public,  and  for  this  com- 
pensation has  already  been  made.  This  argument  might  have  been 
used  with  about  the  same  force  in  the  case  of  Sir  John  Lade  v.  Shep- 
hard,  2  Strange,  1004." 

He  adds,  on  this  subject:  "  The  claim  set  up  (by  the  defendants)  is 
an  easement  /  not  a  right  of  passage  to  the  public,  but  to  the  company, 
who  have  the  exclusive  privilege  of  using  the  track  of  the  road  in  their 
own  peculiar  manner.  The  public  may  travel  with  them  over  the  track, 
if  they  choose  to  ride  in  their  cars" 

This  case,  decided  by  our  late  Supreme  Court  upon  full  consideration 
and  in  so  emphatic  a  manner,  ought  to  be  conclusive,  unless  it  appears 
upon  principle  to  be  clearly  erroneous.  It  has  never  been  overruled, 
nor  has  its  force  been  materially  impaired  by  any  decision  in  this  State. 
The  case  of  Adams  v.  The  Saratoga  and  Washington  Railroad 
Company,  11  Barb.  S.  C.  R.  414,  might  seem,  both  from  the  note  of 
the  reporter  and  from  some  of  the  remarks  of  the  learned  judge  who 
delivered  the  opinion,  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  case  just  reviewed ; 
but  upon  careful  examination  it  will  be  found  that  nothing  which  was 
necessarih'  decided  in  it  conflicts  in  the  slightest  degree  with  that  case. 

The  action  was  ejectment,  to  recover  portions  of  a  street  in  the  vil- 
lage of  Whitehall,  called  Church  Street,  upon  and  along  which  the  de- 
fendants had  constructed  their  railroad  track.  Jeremiah  Adams,  under 
whom  the  plaintiff  claimed,  had  originally  dedicated  the  street  to  the 
use  of  the  public,  laying  out  lots  on  each  side,  all  of  which  he  had  sold 
and  conveyed  to  different  individuals.  The  plaintiffs  claim  rested  upon 
the  ground  that  the  title  of  the  purchasers  of  these  lots  did  not  extend 
to  the  centre  of  the  street.  The  court,  however,  rejected  this  claim,  and 
held  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  title  whatever  to  the  land  occupied  b}r  the 
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cbfendants'  road.  This  certainty  was  sufficient  to  dispose  of  the  case, 
and  all  that  was  said,  therefore,  upon  the  question  depending  here,  was 
strictly  obiter.  The  same  may  be  said  in  regard  to  the  case  of  Milhau 
v.  Sharp,  15  Barb.  S.  C.  R.  193.  The  question  did  not  arise  in  that 
case. 

We  might,  therefore,  with  propriety,  perhaps,  consider  the  case  of 
T/ie  Presbyterian  Society  in  Waterloo  v.  The  Auburn  and  Rochester 
Railroad  Company  (supra}  as  definitively  settling  the  point  in  this 
State. 

I  will,  however,  refer  to  the  case  of  The  Philadelphia  and  Trenton 
Railroad  Company,  6  Whart.  25,  by  way  of  illustrating  the  reasoning 
that  must  be  resorted  to  in  order  to  sustain  the  right  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany to  occupy  a  highway,  without  making  any  compensation  to  the 
individual  owners  of  the  fee.  The  case  came  before  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Pennsylvania,  upon  exceptions  to  the  report  of  the  jurors  or  commis- 
sioners appointed  by  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  of  Philadelphia 
County  to  designate  the  route  of  the  road,  they  having  located  a  part  of 
the  road  upon  and  along  Front  Street,  in  the  district  of  Kensington,  a 
part  of  the  city  of  Philadelphia. 

Exceptions  were  taken  by  the  commissioners  having  charge  of  the 
streets  in  Kensington,  and  also  by  the  individual  proprietors  of  lots  on 
Front  Street :  by  the  former,  on  the  ground  that  the  location  of  the 
road  upon  the  street  interfered  with  the  public  easement  vested  in  the 
corporation  of  the  city ;  and  by  the  individual  citizens  on  the  ground 
that  private  property  was  taken  for  public  use  without  compensation, 
contrary  to  the  provision  of  the  State  Constitution. 

The  exception  of  the  commissioners  is  answered  by  Chief  Justice 
Gibson  in  this  wise.  He  says  :  "  The  legal  title  to  the  ground,  there- 
fore, remains  in  him  who  owned  it  before  the  street  was  laid  out ;  but 
even  that  is  an  immaterial  consideration,  for  an  adverse  right  of  soil 
could  not  impair  the  public  right  of  way  over  it,  or  prevent  the  Legisla- 
ture from  modifying,  abridging,  or  enlarging  its  use,  whether  the  title 
was  in  a  corporation  or  a  stranger"  It  is  unnecessary  here  to  question 
the  soundness  of  this  position,  although  a  doubt  might  arise  whether 
an  easement  which  is  quasi  at  least  a  matter  of  contract  can  properly 
be  abridged  or  enlarged  by  the  Legislature.  The  doctrine  may  perhaps 
be  true  in  respect  to  the  streets  of  a  city,  so  far  as  the  corporation 
alone  is  concerned,  on  the  ground  that  the  easement  is  not  for  the 
exclusive  benefit  of  the  corporators  but  of  the  whole  people,  and, 
therefore,  that  the  ultimate  trust  is  in  the  State  Government ;  but  that 
the  Legislature  have  the  power  to  enlarge  a  use,  as  against  the  donor  or 
vendor  of  such  use,  is  a  doctrine  to  which  I  cannot  give  my  assent. 

But  the  Chief  Justice  gives  a  different  answer  to  the  exception  by  the 
individual  proprietors.  He  says:  "What,  then,  is  the  interest  of  an 
individual  inhabitant,  as  a  subject  of  compensation,  under  the  constitu- 
tional injunction  that  private  propert}T  be  not  taken  by  a  corporation 
for  public  use  without  it?  Even  agreeing  that  his  ground  extends  to 


608  WILLIAMS   V.   NEW   YORK   CENTRAL   R.  E.  CO. 

the  middle  of  the  street,  the  public  have  a  right  of  way  over  it.  Neither 
the  part  used  for  the  street  uor  the  part  occupied  by  himself  is  taken 
away  from  him  ;  and  as  it  was  dedicated  to  public  use,  without  restric- 
tion, he  is  not  within  the  benefit  of  the  constitutional  prohibition,  which 
extends  not  to  matters  of  annoyance." 

Is  this  sound  doctrine?  Is  it  true  that  one  who  dedicates  land,  for  a 
highway,  or  street,  dedicates  it  to  the  public  use  without  restriction? 
I  apprehend  it  is  an  assumption  wholly  unfounded,  and  contrary  to  a 
multitude  of  cases  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  the  public  acquire 
nothing  beyond  the  mere  right  of  passing  and  repassing  upon  the 
highway,  and  that  in  all  other  respects  the  rights  of  the  original  owner 
remain  unimpaired. 

I  will  not  dwell  longer  upon  this  case,  as  it  will  not  be  seriously,  and 
cannot  be  successfully,  contended  either  that  the  dedication  of  land  for 
a  highway  gives  to  the  public  an  unlimited  use,  or  that  the  Legislature 
have  the  power  to  encroach  upon  the  reserved  rights  of  the  owner  by 
materially  enlarging  or  changing  the  nature  of  the  public  easement. 

The  only  plausible  ground  which  can  be  taken  is  that  which  was  as- 
sumed in  the  case  of.  The  Presbyterian  Society  of  Waterloo  v.  The 
Auburn  and  Rochester  Railroad  Company,  and  -which  has  also 
been  assumed  here ;  viz. :  That  to  convert  a  highway  into  a  railroad 
track  is  no  material  change  in,  or  enlargement  of,  the  uses  to  which  it 
was  originally  dedicated  ;  that  the  construction  of  a  railroad  along  a 
highway  is  simply  one  of  the  modes  of  accomplishing  the  object  of  the 
original  dedication,  viz.,  that  of  creating  a  thoroughfare  and  passage- 
way for  the  public ;  in  short,  that  the  railroad  is  a  species  of  highwa}1, 
and  that  the  two  uses  are  substantially  identical. 

But  is  this  assumption  just?  Are  the  two  uses  the  same?  If  the 
only  difference  consisted  in  the  introduction  of  a  new  motive  power,  it 
would  not  be  material.  But  is  there  no  distinction  between  the  com- 
mon right  of  every  man  to  use  upon  the  road  a  conveyance  of  his  own 
at  will,  and  the  right  of  a  corporation  to  use  its  conveyances  to  the 
exclusion  of  all  others ;  between  the  right  of  a  man  to  travel  in  his  own 
carriage  without  pay,  and  the  right  to  travel  in  the  car  of  a  railroad 
company  on  paying  their  price? 

It  may  be  said  that  the  use  of  the  road  as  a  common  highway  is  not 
subverted  ;  that  a  man  may  still  drive  his  own  carriage  upon  it.  With- 
out pausing  to  notice  the  fallacy  of  this  argument,  and  the  impractica- 
bility of  the  enjoyment  of  such  a  right  where  railroad  trains  are  passing 
and  repassing  every  half  hour,  let  us  look  at  the  subject  in  another 
point  of  view.  The  right  of  the  public  in  a  highway  is  an  easement, 
and  one  that  is  vested  in  the  whole  public.  Is  not  the  right  of  a  rail- 
road company,  if  it  has  a  right  to  construct  its  track  upon  the  road, 
also  an  easement?  This  cannot  be  denied,  nor  that  the  latter  easement 
is  enjoyed,  not  by  the  public  at  large,  but  by  a  corporation  ;  because  it 
will  not  be  pretended  that  even'  man  would  have  a  right  to  go  and  lay 
down  his  timbers,  and  his  iron  rails,  and  make  a  railroad  upon  a  high- 
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way.  Here,  then,  are  two  easements :  one  vested  in  the  public,  the 
other  in  the  railroad  company.  These  easements  are  property,  and 
that  of  the  railroad  company  is  valuable.  How  was  it  acquired?  It 
has  cost  the  company  nothing.  The  theory  must  be  that  it  is  carved 
out  and  is  a  part  of  the  public  easement,  and  is  therefore  the  gift  of  the 
public.  This  would  do,  if  it  was  given  solely  at  the  expense  of  the 
public.  But  it  is  manifest  that  it  is  at  the  joint  expense  of  the  public 
and  the  owner  of  the  fee.  Ought  not  the  latter,  then,  to  have  been 
consulted  ? 

But  it  is  unnecessary  to  refine  upon  this  case.  Any  one  can  see  that, 
to  convert  a  common  highway,  running  over  a  man's  land,  into  a  rail- 
road, is  to  impose  an  additional  burden  upon  the  land,  and  greatly  to 
impair  its  value.  As  no  compensation  has,  in  this  case,  been  made  to 
the  owner,  his  consent  must  in  some  way  be  shown.  The  argument  is, 
that  as  he  has  consented  to  the  laying  out  of  a  highway  upon  his  land, 
ergo  he  has  consented  to  the  building  of  a  railroad  upon  it ;  although 
one  of  these  benefits  his  land,  renders  access  to  it  easy,  and  enhances 
its  price,  while  the  other  makes  access  to  it  both  difficult  and  danger- 
ous, and  renders  it  comparatively  valueless.  Were  the  transaction 
between  two  individuals,  every  one  would  see  at  once  the  injustice  of 
the  conclusion  attempted  to  be  drawn.  It  is  the  public  interest  sup- 
posed to  be  involved  which  begets  the  difficulty,  and  it  is  just  for  this 
reason  that  the  Constitution  interferes  for  the  protection  of  individual 
rights,  and  provides  that  private  property  shall  not  be  taken  for  public 
use  without  compensation,  —  a  provision  no  less  necessary  than  just, 
and  one  which  it  is  the  duty  of  the  courts  to  see  honestly  and  fairly 
enforced. 

The  case  stated  by  the  learned  justice  who  delivered  a  dissenting 
opinion  in  the  Supreme  Court  is  a  striking  illustration  of  the  injustice 
that  would  frequenth"  be  done  under  the  rule  contended  for  by  the  de- 
fendants. A  street  was  laid  out  through  a  man's  land,  and  he  was 
assessed  several  hundred  dollars  for  benefits,  in  addition  to  the  land 
taken ;  and  before  the  street  was  opened  it  was  taken  by  a  railroad 
company  and  converted  into  the  track  of  their  road.  The  owner  lost 
his  land,  had  to  pa}-  several  hundred  dollars,  and  had  the  annoyance 
of  the  railroad  besides ;  while  the  railroad  company  got  the  road  for 
nothing. 

The  case  of  Inhabitants  of  Springfield  v.  Connecticut  River  Kail- 
road  Company,  4  Cush.  63,  shows  what  the  Supreme  Court  of  Massa- 
chusetts thought  of  the  argument  that  the  uses  are  the  same.  It  was 
insisted  there,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  the  power  conferred 
upon  them  by  the  Legislature,  to  build  their  road  between  certain 
termini,  gave  them  by  necessary  implication  the  right  to  build  their 
track  upon  any  intervening  highway.  But  Chief  Justice  Shaw,  in 
reply  to  this  argument,  says :  "  The  two  uses  are  almost,  if  not  wholly, 
inconsistent  with  each  other,  so  that  taking  the  highway  for  a  railroad 
will  nearly  supersede  the  former  use  to  which  it  had  been  legallly  appro- 
VOL.  n.  —  39 
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priated.     The  whole  course  of  legislation  on  the  subject  of  railroads  is 
opposed  to  such  a  construction." 

I  concur  with  the  learned  Chief  Justice,  and  have  no  hesitation  in 
coming  to  the  conclusion  that  the  dedication  of  land  to  the  use  of  the 
public  as  a  highway  is  not  a  dedication  of  it  to  the  use  of  a  railroad 
company ;  that  the  two  uses  are  essentially  different ;  and  that,  conse- 
quently, a  railway  cannot  be  built  upon  a  highway  without  compensa- 
tion to  the  owners  of  the  fee.  The  legislative  provisions  on  the  subject 
were  probably  intended,  as  was  intimated  in  The  Presbyterian  Society 
of  Waterloo  v.  Auburn  and  Rochester  Railroad  Company,  to  con- 
fer the  right  so  far  onl}'  as  the  public  easement  is  concerned,  leaving 
the  companies  to  deal  with  the  private  rights  of  individuals  in  the  ordi- 
nary mode.  If,  however,  more  was  intended,  the  provisions  are  clearly 
in  conflict  with  the  Constitution,  and  cannot  be  sustained. 

It  follows  that  the  defendants,  in  constructing  their  road  upon  Wash- 
ington Street  without  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  and  without  any 
appraisal  of  his  damages  or  compensation  to  him  in  any  form,  were 
guilt}*  of  an  unwarrantable  intrusion  and  trespass  upon  his  property, 
and  that  he  is  entitled  to  relief.  Although  he  had  a  remedy  at  law  for 
the  trespass,  yet,  as  the  trespass  was  of  a  continuous  nature,  he  had  a 
right  to  come  into  a  court  of  equity,  and  to  invoke  its  restraining  power 
to  prevent  a  multiplicity  of  suits,  and  can  of  course  recover  his  dam- 
ages as  incidental  to  this  equitable  relief.  There  may  be  doubt  as  to 
his  right  to  recover  in  this  suit  the  damages  upon  the  lots  which  have 
been  sold ;  because,  as  to  those  lots,  there  was  no  occasion  to  ask  any 
equitable  relief,  and  to  permit  the  damages  to  be  assessed  in  this  suit, 
in  effect  deprives  the  defendants  of  the  right  to  have  them  assessed  by 
a  jury.  But  as  this  question  has  not  been  raised,  it  is  unnecessary  to 
consider  it. 

The  judgment  must  be  reversed,  and  there  must  be  a  new  trial,  with 
costs  to  abide  the  event. 

SHANKLAND,  J.,  read  an  opinion  concurring  in  the  result  of  the  fore- 
going, and  discussing  certain  questions  of  evidence  which  the  disposi- 
tion of  the  main  point,  in  accordance  with  his  opinion  and  that  of 
SI.I.M.N.  J.,  rendered  it  immaterial  to  decide,  and  which  were  therefore 
not  passed  upon  by  the  court.  COMSTOCK  and  PAIGE,  JJ.,  took  no  part 
in  the  decision.  All  the  other  judges  concurring, 

Judgment  reversed,  and  new  trial  ordered. 

John  Sessions,  for  the  appellant 

Nicholas  Hill,  for  the  respondent.1 

1  Imlay  v.  Union  Branch  R.  R.  Co.,  26  Conn.  249  (1857)  ;  Wager  v.  Troy  Union 
R.  R,  Co.,  26  N.  Y.  526  (1862)  accord.  Contra  is  the  case  of  Philadelphia  &  Trenton 
R.  R.  Co.,  6  Whart.  25  (1840). 

So  compensation  must  be  Riven  for  using  a  highway  for  a  street  freight  transfer  rail- 
road. Carli  v.  StillwaUr  Street  R.  Co.,  28  Minn.  373  (1881).  But  see  Newell  v. 
Minneapolis  R.  Co.,  35  Minn.  112  (1886). 
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WEST  v.  BANCROFT. 
SUPREME  COURT  OF  VERMONT.     1859. 

[Reported  32  Vt.  367.] 

TRESPASS  QUARE  CLAUSUM.  Plea,  Not  guilty,  with  notice  of  special 
justification  to  the  effect  that  the  defendant  was  one  of  the  trustees  of 
the  village  of  St.  Johnsbury ;  that  the  close  in  question  was  a  common 
highway ;  that  the  defendant,  with  his  co-trustees,  made  an  excavation 
in  the  highway  and  constructed  therein  a  reservoir  for  water  to  be  used 
iu  sprinkling  the  streets,  to  protect  the  buildings  in  the  village  from 
fire,  and  for  other  public  uses ;  and  that  this  was  the  alleged  trespass. 
At  the  trial,  before  Barrett,  J.,  there  was  a  question  whether  the  reservoir 
was  within  the  limits  of  the  highwa}-.  The  judge  charged  the  jur}-  that 
the  putting  in  of  a  reservoir  or  cistern  by  the  public  authority  of  the 
village  for  public  purposes,  within  the  limits  of  the  public  highwaj"  within 
the  village,  would  not  constitute  a  trespass  for  which  the  owner  of  the 
fee  could  recover.  The  part  of  the  charge  relating  to  the  location  of 
the  highway  is  omitted.  The  plaintiff  excepted  to  the  charge,  and  the 
jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.1 
Child  and  Benton,  for  the  plaintiff. 

A.  J.  Wdlard  and  Stoddard  and  Clark,  for  the  defendant. 
PIERPOINT,  J.  We  think  that  in  view  of  the  evidence,  and  the  ad- 
missions of  the  parties,  as  to  the  locatioj  of  the  highway  in  the  village 
of  St.  Johnsbury,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  if  the  acts  complained  of 
in  this  case  were  done  within  four  rods  east  of  the  western  limit  of  the 
highwa}-,  as  used  for  the  last  forty  3'ears,  they  were  done  within  the 
highway,  and  that  the  charge  of  the  court  on  that  question  was  correct. 
The  only  remaining  question  is  as  to  the  right  of  the  public  to  put  a 
reservoir,  or  cistern,  into  the  earth,  within  the  limits  of  the  highway, 
for  the  purpose  of  retaining  water  to  be  used  in  sprinkling  the  streets 
and  extinguishing  fires.  There  is  nothing  stated  in  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions tending  to  show,  either  from  the  place  where  this  cistern  was  put, 
or  the  manner  of  its  construction,  that  it  was  likely  to  interfere  with  the 
full  and  perfect  use  of  the  highway  by  the  public,  or  to  produce  any 
special  injury  to  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  land,  and  the  owner  of  the 
reversionaiy  right  in  the  highway ;  but  the  case  stands  upon  the  bare 
right  of  the  public  to  do  the  act  under  any  circumstances. 

The  power  of  the  public  over  highways  is  not  confined  to  their  use  for 
the  sole  purpose  of  travel.  Many  things  may  be  clone  therein  for  the 
promotion  of  the  public  convenience  and  health,  such  as  laying  water 

1  This  statement  is  substituted  for  that  in  the  report. 
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pipes,  constructing  drains  and  sewers,  making  reservoirs,  and  many 
other  acts  which  the  public  may  require ;  and  when  these  acts  are  done 
by  the  public  authorities  in  a  judicious  manner  and  with  proper  care, 
having  reference  to  the  rights  of  adjoining  proprietors,  and  the  owners 
of  the  fee  of  the  land,  if  such  proprietors  are  incidentally  affected  inju- 
riously thereby,  or  the  owner  of  the  fee  sustains  a  technical  damage,  the 
law  furnishes  no  remedy  therefor. 

But  in  this  case  it  is  not  necessary  to  resort  to  this  principle,  even  to 
justify  the  acts  of  the  defendant.  It  is  conceded  that  this  reservoir  was 
built  by  the  defendant  as  a  public  officer,  having  charge  of  such  mat- 
ters, and  in  the  discharge  of  his  official  duty  ;  that  the  object  was  to  re- 
tain water  to  be  used  in  sprinkling  the  streets,  and  for  other  public 
purposes.  This,  we  think,  clearty  comes  within  the  object  and  purpose 
for  which  the  highway  was  originally  laid  out. 

All  those  acts  which  tend  to  facilitate  travel,  and  add  to  the  ease, 
comfort,  and  convenience  of  the  traveller,  or  his  beasts,  whether  it  be  by 
cutting  down  the  hills,  filling  the  ravines,  paving  the  roads,  erecting 
watering  troughs,  or  sprinkling  the  streets,  are  acts  which  it  is  proper 
and  often  necessan-  for  the  public  to  do.  And  in  a  village  containing 
so  numerous  and  active  a  population  as  St.  Johnsbury,  no  other  one  of 
these  acts  perhaps  would  add  so  much  to  the  comfort  of  the  passers  on 
the  highway,  as  well  as  all  the  inhabitants  of  such  village,  as  that  of 
sprinkling  the  streets  ;  and  such  act,  instead  of  infringing  on  the  rights 
of  the  reversioner,  can  hardly  be  said  to  approach  that  uncertain  line 
constituting  the  true  boundary  between  the  rights  of  the  public  and  the 
owners  of  the  fee  in  the  highway. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  is  affirmed. 


CRAIG  v.  ROCHESTER  RAILROAD   COMPANY. 

COURT  OF  APPEALS  OF  NEW  YORK.     1868. 
[Reported  39  N.  Y.  404.] 

Trns  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  General  Term  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  Seventh  District,  perpetually  enjoining  the  defendant 
from  laying  its  track  (a  horse-railroad  track)  in  East  Avenue,  a  public 
street  of  the  cit%y  of  Rochester,  opposite  the  premises  of  the  plaintiff,  or 
doing  anything  in  relation  thereto.  The  facts  of  the  case  are  as 
follows :  — 

The  defendant  was  organized  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  General  Rail- 
road Act,  on  the  20th  day  of  May,  1862.  On" the  24th  day  of  June,  1862, 
the  defendant  procured  the  consent  of  the  Common  Council  of  the  city  of 
Rochester  to  its  constructing,  maintaining,  and  operating  its  road  and 
laying  its  track  through  sundr}*  streets  of  that  city,  upon  certain  terms, 
conditions,  and  stipulations.  By  the  terms  of  such  consent,  such  rail- 
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road  track  was  to  be  constructed  of  the  improved  Philadelphia  broad 
rail,  six  inches  face,  half  inch  raised  edge,  the  edge  to  be  laid  flush  with 
the  surface  of  the  street,  four  feet  ten  inches  apart  between  the  raised 
edges,  so  as  to  accommodate  the  most  common  width  of  carriage 
wheels.  The  track  was  to  be  so  laid  as  to  permit  the  free  passage  of 
vehicles  over  the  same,  and  the  rails  laid  even  with  the  surface  of  the 
street,  and  to  conform  to  the  grades  thereof  as  they  were  then  estab- 
lished, or  should  thereafter  be  established  or  altered.  Provision  was 
made  for  the  keeping  open  of  the  streets,  &c.,  during  the  laying  of  the 
track.  The  cars  to  be  used  on  the  railroad  were  to  be  drawn  by  horses 
or  mules  only,  at  a  speed  not  exceeding  seven  miles  per  hour,  and  to  be 
run  as  the  Common  Council  shall  prescribe.  Numerous  other  provisions 
as  to  the  operation  of  the  road  were  attached  to  the  consent  of  the  Com- 
mon Council.  Under  this  consent, 'which  was  accepted  by  the  company, 
the  defendant  was  proceeding  to  construct  its  road,  when  the  plaintiff, 
on  the  21st  of  October,  1862,  commenced  his  action  against  the  defend- 
ant, in  which  he  alleged  that  he  was  the  owner  of  a  lot  on  East  Avenue, 
extending  to  the  centre  of  said  street,  upon  which  was  situated  his  dwel- 
ling-house ;  that  the  defendant  was  a  corporation,  organized  under  the 
Railroad  Act,  and  was  about  to  commence  the  construction  of  its  road  in 
said  East  Avenue,  running  along  the  centre  of  said  street  past  his  said 
premises ;  that  the  defendant  has  taken  no  proceedings  to  acquire  the 
title  of  the  plaintiff  to  any  part  of  his  premises,  or  to  assess  his  dama- 
ges, and  that  the  defendant  claimed  to  construct  its  road  in  East 
Avenue  without  obtaining  his  consent,  or  taking  proceedings  to  acquire 
title  ;  that  the  construction  of  said  road,  and  said  road  after  its  comple- 
tion, would,  in  his  judgment,  greatly  impair  his  enjoyment  of  his  said 
premises,  and  depreciate  the  value  thereof. 

The  defendant  in  its  answer  admitted  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  to  the 
premises  in  question,  and  that  it  was  about  to  construct  its  railroad 
through  East  Avenue,  but  denied  that  it  would  impair  or  depreciate  the 
value  of  the  plaintiff's  premises.  The  answer  then  set  forth  the  consent 
of  the  Common  Council  of  the  city  of  Rochester,  before  referred  to,  and 
that  its  road  was  to  be  constructed  and  operated  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  thereof. 

The  action  came  on  for  trial  before  Justice  J.  C.  Smith,  when  the 
plaintiff  read  the  pleadings  and  rested  his  case.  The  defendant  put  in 
evidence  its  articles  of  association,  the  map  and  profile  of  its  route,  the 
consent  of  the  Common  Council,  before  referred  to,  its  acceptance  and 
adoption  thereof,  with  the  approval  of  the  attorney  of  the  city,  as  re- 
quired thereby.  Upon  this  testimony  the  case  was  submitted  to  the 
court.  The  court,  on  the  2d  of  April,  1863,  made  its  decision.  The 
findings  of  the  court  contain  substantially  the  facts  above  stated,  that 
the  defendant  formally  accepted  the  consent  of  the  said  Common  Coun- 
cil, subject  to  the  conditions,  provisions,  and  restrictions  therein  con- 
tained, and  bound  itself  to  keep  and  observe  the  same,  under  which  it 
claims  to  construct  its  road,  and  not  otherwise. 
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The  court  decided  that  the  construction  by  the  defendant  of  the  mil- 
road  authorized  and  permitted  by  the  resolution  aforesaid  (the  consent 
of  the  Common  Council)  in  the  aforesaid  street  opposite  the  premises  of 
the  plaintiff  would  be  the  imposition  of  an  additional  burden  upon,  and 
the  taking  of,  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
constitutional  provision,  which  forbids  such  taking  without  compensa- 
tion, and  that  the  defendant  derived  no  authority  to  do  the  acts  afore- 
said by  the  Acts  of  the  Legislature  under  which  it  is  incorporated,  or  said 
resolutions  of  the  Common  Council  of  said  city,  without  the  consent  of 
the  owners  of  the  fee,  or  the  appraisal  and  pa}*ment  of  his  damages  in 
the  mode  provided  by  law,  and  granted  a  perpetual  injunction. 

This  judgment  was  afterward  affirmed  on  appeal  by  the  General  Term 
of  the  Seventh  Judicial  District,  from  which  decision  this  appeal  is 
taken. 

W.  F.  Cogswell,  for  the  appellant. 

T.  F.  Strong,  for  the  respondent. 

MILLER,  J.  The  defendant  in  this  action  claims  the  right  to  con- 
struct a  horse  railroad  through  the  streets  of  the  cit}-  of  Rochester,  by 
virtue  of  the  consent  of  the  Common  Council  of  said  cit}',  without  making 
any  compensation  for  damages  to  the  owners  of  lots  along  the  street  in 
which  the  road  passes.  The  claim  thus  urged  is  based  upon  the 
ground,  that  the  building  of  such  a  railroad  is  not  an  infringement  upon 
the  rights,  or  any  injury  to  the  interests,  of  the  owners  of  the  land  ad- 
joining, and  that  it  is  only  a  mode  of  exercising  the  public  right  of  pas- 
sage, with  which  they  have  parted ;  and  not  such  an  additional  or 
further  appropriation,  as  entitles  them  to  pecuniar}'  remuneration. 

I  am  inclined  to  think,  that  the  question  involved  in  this  case  has 
been  substantially  adjudicated  by  this  court  in  several  cases,  and  that 
the  principle  has  been  definitely  settled,  that  such  a  use  of  the  land  im- 
poses an  additional  burden  upon  the  owner  of  the  fee  of  the  lands 
adjoining.  Such  is,  no  doubt,  the  rule  as  to  railroads  operated  by 
steam  power.  In  the  old  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of  The  Trustees 
of  the  Presbyterian  /Society  in  Watertown  v.  The  Aub.  &  Roch.  R.  R. 
Co.,  3  Hill,  567,  the  doctrine  was  laid  down,  that  the  laying  out  of  a 
highway  gives  to  the  public  a  mere  right  of  passage,  with  the  powers 
and  privileges  incident  to  such  right ;  that  the  owner  of  the  soil  is  not 
thereby  divested  of  his  title  to  the  land,  and  that  a  railroad  company 
was  bound  to  make  compensation  for  constructing  its  road  across  the 
highway.  See,  also,  Fletcher  v.  The  Auburn  and  /Syracuse  R.  .R.  Co., 
25  Wend.  462.  The  same  principle  was  again  more  distinctly  asserted 
in  Williams  v.  N.  Y.  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  16  N.  Y.  97,  and  it  was  held,  that 
an  appropriation  of  a  highway  by  a  railroad  company  is  the  imposition 
of  an  additional  burden  upon,  and  the  taking  of  the  property  of  the 
owner  of  the  fee,  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitutional  provision 
which  forbids  such  taking  without  compensation,  and  that  the  company 
can  derive  no  title  by  an  Act  of  the  Legislature,  or  of  an}-  municipal  au- 
thority, without  the  consent  of  the  owner  of  the  fee,  or  without  the 
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appraisal  and  payment  of  damages  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  law.  In 
the  case  last  cited,  an  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  run- 
ning cars  upon  the  railroad,  and  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  enlarg- 
ing upon  and  running  over  a  public  street  in  the  city  of  Syracuse  in 
front  of  the  plaintiffs  premises,  and  it'presented  the  distinct  question, 
whether  the  dedication  of  land  to  the  use  of  the  public  as  a  highway 
precludes  the  owner  of  the  fee,  subject  to  the  easement,  from  maintain- 
ing an  action  against  a  railroad  company,  which  without  any  consent, 
or  the  appraisal  of  damages,  enters  upon  and  occupies  such  highway, 
with  the  track  of  the  road ;  and  it  was  decided  that  the  action  was 
maintainable.  The  same  principle  here  asserted  has  also  been  upheld 
by  other  adjudications  of  this  court.  In  Davis  \.  The  Mayor  of  New 
York,  14  N.  Y.  506,  which  preceded  the  case  of  Williams  v.  JV.  Y. 
C.  It.  H.  Co.,  the  reasoning  of  the  learned  judge  who  delivered  the 
opinion  sustains  the  same  views  which  were  enunciated  in  the  latter 
case.  The  same  doctrine  is  also  upheld  by  several  reported  cases,  since 
decided  by  this  court.  See  Mahon  v.  The  N.  Y.  C.  R.  JR.  Co.,  24 
N.  Y.  658~;  Carpenter  v.  The  N.  Y.  C.  E.  R.  Co.,  Id.  655  ;  Wager  v. 
The  Troy  Union  R.  H.  Co.,  25  Id.  526.  These  cases  must  be  con- 
sidered as  settling  the  question  be}"ond  peradventure,  and  conclusively, 
that  the  occupation  and  use  of  a  street  by  a  railroad  company,  operated 
by  steam,  and  in  the  ordinary  manner  in  which  such  roads  are  con- 
structed and  carried  on,  is  an  appropriation  of  the  highway  for  a  new 
and  distinct  purpose,  entirely  foreign  from  its  original  object,  and  which 
entitles  the  owner  to  compensation.  This  position  cannot  be  contro- 
verted. An  attempted  distinction  is  however  sought  to  be  made,  be- 
tween railroads  operated  by  steam,  and  those  which  are  simply  used  by 
horses  as  a  motive  power,  in  the  streets  of  populous  cities ;  and  it  is 
contended,  that  the  rule  laid  down  is  entirely  inapplicable  to  the  latter 
clas*  of  railroads,  which  of  late  years  have  come  into  use,  and  which  are 
increasing  in  numbers  as  the  wants  and  necessities  of  large  and  popu- 
lous communities  demand  more  expeditious  and  more  extended  means 
for  the  transportation  of  passengers  between  the  widely  separated  and 
distant  portions  of  such  communities. 

The  position  thus  taken  is  not  entirely  without  authority  to  uphold  it, 
and  our  attention  has  been  called  to  several  cases  decided  in  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  this  State,  as  well  as  to  some  decisions  of  the  courts  in 
other  States,  which  sustain  the  doctrine  contended  for  by  the  defend- 
ant's counsel.  In  another  connection  I  shall  have  occasion  to  refer  to 
the  cases  relied  upon  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  and  without  examin- 
ing them  in  the  present  stage  of  the  discussion  will  proceed  to  consider 
how  far  the  cases  decided  by  this  court  affect  the  question  now  pre- 
sented. The  effect  of  the  decisions  which  I  have  cited  are  fully  consid- 
ered in  the  able  opinions  of  the  General  Term  delivered  upon  the 
decision  of  the  case  now  considered,  and  the  principle  enunciated  by 
them  was  there  held  to  be  applicable  to  street  railroads,  equally  with 
those  where  steam  is  employed  as  the  motive  power.  Without  discuss- 
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ing  them  at  length,  I  shall  deem  it  sufficient  to  refer  briefly  to  the  case 
of  Wager  v.  The  Troy  Union  R.  R.  (7o.,  supra,  which  had  been  but 
recently  decided,  and  was  not  reported  when  this  case  was  decided  at 
General  Term.  In  that  case  the  former  decisions  are  indorsed  and 
re-affirmed,  and  the  learned  judge  who  wrote  the  opinion  refers  to  the 
distinction  claimed  to  exist  between  railroads  operated  by  steam  and 
horse  power  in  the  following  explicit  terms :  "  With  a  single  track,  and 
particularly  if  the  cars  used  upon  it  were  propelled  by  horse  power,  the 
interruption  of  the  public  easement  in  the  street  might  be  very  trifling, 
and  of  no  practical  consequence  to  the  public  at  large.  But  this  consid- 
eration cannot  atfect  the  question  of  right  of  property,  or  of  the  increase 
of  burden  upon  the  soil.  It  would  present  simply  a  question  of  degree 
in  respect  to  the  enlargement  of  the  easement,  and  would  not  affect  the 
principle,  that  the  use  of  a  street  for  the  purpose  of  a  railroad,  imposed 
upon  it,  is  a  new  burden."  If  these  views  can  be  considered  as  em- 
bodying the  opinion  of  the  court  in  the  case  last  cited,  then  they  are 
entirely  decisive  of  the  question  presented,  and  must  be  considered  as 
controlling,  and  render  any  further  inquiry  entirety  needless.  But,  as 
the  distinct  point  which  we  are  now  considering  was  not  presented,  it 
may  be  well  to  look  at  the  question,  upon  principle,  in  the  light  of  the 
decisions  applicable  to  railroads  propelled  by  steam,  to  which  I  have 
adverted. 

The  ground  upon  which  these  cases  are  decided  is,  that  the  use  of  the 
land  for  a  railroad  imposes  an  additional  burden  upon  the  owner  of  the 
fee.  I  am  at  a  loss  to  see  any.  apparent  distinction  in  the  application  of 
the  rule  between  cases  where  steam  power  is  employed  and  those  cases 
•where  the  road  is  operated  by  horse  power.  It  is  true  there  is  some 
difference  in  the  manner  in  which  the  road  is  constructed,  and  in  the 
speed  with  which  its  cars  are  propelled,  at  times  ;  but  there  is  precisely 
the  same  exclusive  appropriation  of  the  track  for  the  purposes  intended 
in  each  case,  to  the  absolute  exclusion  of  all  who  ma}'  interfere  with  its 
mode  of  operation.  The  power  to  use  the  road  for  the  convej'ance  of 
passengers  is  entirety  with  the  company,  and  no  person  can  interfere 
with  that  method  of  conveyance,  or  with  the  right  of  the  company  to 
enjo}-  its  monopoly.  As  was  held  in  Hogan  v.  The  Eighth  Avenue 
R.  R.  Co.,  15  N.  Y.  380,  the  company  has  the  exclusive  right  of  the 
track  while  the  cars  are  passing,  and  all  others  must  keep  out  of  their 
way,  and  if  a  party  is  injured  while  they  are  proceeding  at  a  reasonable 
and  lawful  speed  an  action  cannot  be  maintained  against  the  company 
for  the  injury.  This  privilege  of  laying  and  using  the  track  in  such  a 
manner  confers  upon  the  company  a  right  to  the  use  and  enjo3-ment  of 
the  track  which  precludes  other  vehicles  while  the  operations  of  the 
company  in  the  use  of  the  track  demand  their  exclusion.  Such  a  right 
is,  I  think,  inconsistent  with  the  nature  of  the  easement  acquired  by  the 
public.  In  WUKams  v.  The  N.  Y.  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  Selden,  J.,  after  stat- 
ing the  distinction  between  the  two  uses  to  which  the  highway  is  applied 
by  converting  it  into  a  railroad  track,  proceeds  to  argue,  that  by  means 
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thereof  two  easements  are  created,  one  vested  in  the  public,  which  has 
been  paid  for,  and  the  other  in  the  company,  and  remarks:  "These 
easements  are  property,  and  that  of  the  'railroad  company  is  valuable. 
How  was  it  acquired  ?  It  has  cost  the  company  nothing.  The  theory 
must  be,  that  it  is  carried  out  and  is  a  part  of  the  public  easement,  and 
is  therefore  a  gift  of  the  public.  This  would  do,  if  it  was  given  solely 
at  the  expense  of  the  public.  But  it  is  manifest  that  it  is  at  the  joint 
expense  of  the  public  and  the  owner  of  the  fee.  Ought  not  the  latter  to 
have  been  consulted?  "  There  is  much  force,  I  think,  in  these  sugges- 
tions, and  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  they  can  be  answered  satisfactorily 
and  according  to  any  well-settled  legal  principle.  If  the  reasoning  of 
the  learned  judge  is  correct,  then  the  same  rule  is  .applicable  to  each 
class  of  railroads,  the  difference  in  the  use  being  only  in  the  degree. 
(25  N.  Y.  533.) 

The  use  of  a  railroad,  no  matter  how  it  is  operated,  whether  by  horse 
or  steam  power,  necessarily  includes,  to  a  certain  extent,  an  exclusive 
occupation  of  a  portion  of  the  highway,  for  the  track  of  the  road,  and 
the  running  of  its  cars  by  the  company,  and  a  permanent  occupation  of 
the  soil.  It  requires,  that  all  other  parties  shall  stand  aside,  and  make 
way  for  its  progress.  This  is  clearly  inconsistent  with  the  legal  object 
and  design  of  a  highway,  which  is  entirely  open  and  free  to  all,  for  pur- 
poses of  locomotive  travel  and  transportation.  The  enjoj'ment  of  the 
easement  in  a  highway  never  confers  an  exclusive  right  upon  an}*  one 
who  ma}'  have  occasion  to  use  it,  while  the  laying  down  of  rails,  and  the 
employment  of  cars,  is  to  the  detriment  and  exclusion  of  all  others  at 
the  time  when  the  cars  are  running,  and  a  restraint  upon  a  free,  undis- 
turbed, and  general  public  use.  It  is  an  assertion  of  a  right  to  the 
possession  of  the  highway  by  the  corporation,  and  an  appropriation  of 
it  to  private  occupation,  which,  by  lapse  of  time,  might  ripen  into  a 
right,  and  vest  a  title  in  the  company. 

Instead  of  being  the  exercise  of  a  right  of  passage  and  repassage  over 
a  highway  or  a  street,  it  cannot,  I  think,  be  denied,  that  it  is  soine- 
times  an  obstruction  to  travel,  and  an  infringement  upon  the  rights  of 
the  public,  and  owners  of  land.  In  narrow  streets,  where  the  rails  of 
the  road  border  close  upon  the  sidewalk,  it  not  only  interposes  obstacles 
to  the  traveller,  but  inflicts  injury  upon  the  lot  owner,  by  blocking  up 
the  way,  and  preventing  a  free  access  to  the  premises.  The  large  and 
unwieldy  vehicles  which  are  used,  which  can  only  proceed  upon  a  track 
laid  for  that  purpose,  with  no  capacity  to  turn  out,  so  as  to  avoid  or 
accommodate  ordinary  carriages,  are  often  a  source  of  anno}-ance  and 
obstruction  to  the  free  passage  of  horses  and  carriages,  for  periods  of 
greater  or  less  duration,  and  are  inconsistent  with  the  use  of  an  open 
and  free  passage  of  the  highway. 

I  have  examined  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  this  State 
which  have  been  cited  in  support  of  the  defendant's  theory.  (33  Barb. 
420  ;  35  Id.  304  ;  Id.  373  :  37  Id.  35.)  In  none  of  them  was  the  dis- 
tinct question,  now  considered,  presented  and  adjudicated,  although 
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some  of  the  opinions  maintain  the  distinction  now  asserted  as  existing 
between  the  two  classes  of  railways.  The  cases  referred  to  are  also 
examined  and  criticised  in  the  opinion  of  the  General  Term  in  this  case, 
upon  the  appeal  from  the  order  denying  the  motion  to  vacate  the  injunc- 
tion (39  Barb.  494),  and  I  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  discuss  the  points 
of  difference  more  at  length.  If,  under  any  circumstances,  either  of 
them  can  be  considered  as  deciding  the  question  now  before  us,  then,  I 
think,  the}*  are  in  conflict  with  the  decisions  of  this  court,  as  well  as 
sound  principles,  and  must  be  disregarded.  In  The  People  v.  Kerr, 
one  of  the  cases  cited,  which  was  subsequentl}'  carried  to  the  Court  of 
Appeals,  and  is  reported  in  27  N.  Y.  188,  the  decision  was  put  upon  the 
ground,  that  the  fee  of  the  street,  as  against  the  plaintiffs,  was  held 
b}*  the  corporation  of  New  York  city,  and  that  the  plaintiffs,  other 
than  the  people,  had  no  property  in  the  land  forming  the  bed  of  the 
street  in  front  of  their  respective  premises,  to  be  protected  by  the  con- 
stitutional limitation,  upon  the  right  of  eminent  domain. 

The  decisions  of  the  courts  of  other  States,  to  which  our  attention  has 
been  directed,  even  if  applicable,  can  have  no  weight  in  overthrowing 
the  adjudications  of  our  own  courts,  and  do  not,  therefore,  require 
examination. 

The  principle  decided  in  Benedict  v.  Goit  (13  Barb.  459 ;  and  ap- 
proved in  14  N.  Y.  516),  that  a  highway  does  not  cease  to  be  such,  for 
general  purposes,  by  being  converted  into  a  turnpike  or  plank-road, 
which  has  been  invoked,  does  not  aid  the  defendant.  In  the  latter 
case,  the  general  right  of  the  public  to  use  the  road  remains  unimpaired. 
The  change  effected  is,  that  the  general  public,  in  consideration  of  the 
payment  of  certain  tolls,  is  relieved  from  the  burden  of  keeping  it  in  re- 
pair. Every  citizen  has  the  same  right  to  travel  over  the  turnpike  or 
plank-road  in  his  own  conveyance,  and  the  material  used  in  making  the 
latter  is  a  mere  improvement  of  the  road,  for  the  benefit  of  the  whole 
public,  without  a  special  appropriation  of  an3r-part  or  portion  to  the  use 
of  a  particular  class  of  carriages  owned  by  the  compan}*,  to  the  exclu- 
sion of  others,  who  may  desire  to  use  that  portion  at  the  same  time,  and, 
as  must  be  conceded  at  times,  to  the  obstruction  and  hindrance  of  per- 
sons who  may  be  travelling,  if  not  to  those  whose  lands  are  located  on 
the  line  of  the  road. 

The  considerations  suggested  cover  all  the  points  urged,  which  are 
material  in  the  disposition  of  this  case,  and  inevitably  lead  to  the 
affirmance  of  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

MASON,  J.  (dissenting).  The  defendants,  being  a  legally  organized 
railroad  corporation,  under  the  General  Railroad  Act  of  1850,  were 
clothed  with  legislative  sanction  and  authority  to  construct  the  railroad 
in  question,  after  having  procured  the  assent  of  the  Common  Council  of 
the  city  of  Rochester  to  do  so,  unless  it  shall  be  held  that  the  private 
rights  of  the  owners  of  lots  adjacent  to  such  streets  are  invaded  by  such 
use  of  the  street. 

The  plaintiff  claims  that  the  construction  of  such  a  street  railway  ia 
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the  imposition  of  a  new  use,  and  an  additional  burden  upon  the  land 
embraced  in  the  street,  and  so  amounts  to  the  taking  of  the  property  of 
the  owner  of  the  fee  without  compensation,  and  consequently  an  inva- 
sion of  his  constitutional  rights.  This  is  the  important  question  pre- 
sented by  this  appeal.  The  Common  Council  of  the  city  are  invested 
•with  full  control  and  complete  authority  over  the  streets  of  the  cit}-, 
and  so  far  as  any  legal  right  existed  to  make  such  a  use  of  the  streets, 
they  have  granted  it  to  the  defendants  with  the  most  careful  and  pru- 
dential regulations  calculated  to  preserve  the  full  rights  of  the  public 
in  the  use  of  the  streets.  Laws  1861,  p.  317,  §  55,  chap.  320,  §  161. 
There  is  no  dispute  in  regard  to  an}*  fact  in  the  case,  and  the  judge  at 
Special  Term  decided  this  question  of  law  against  the  defendants,  and 
granted  a  perpetual  injunction  restraining  the  defendants  from  laying 
their  railroad  in  this  street. 

The  court  below  seem  to  have  regarded  themselves  bound  to  depart 
from  the  decision  of  the  same  court  in  General  Term,  upon  the  same 
question,  in  the  First  and  Second  Judicial  Districts,  upon  the  construc- 
tion which  they  put  upon  the  decisions  of  this  court  in  the  cases  of 
Davis  v.  The  Mayor,  &c.,  14  N.  Y.  516;  Williams  v.  The  N.  T. 
Central  R.  R.  Co.,  16  Id.  97;  Carpenter  v.  Oswego  and  Syracuse 
R.  It.  Co.,  24  Id.  655 ;  Mahon  v.  The  JV.  T.  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  Id. 
638;  and  Wager  v.  The  Troy  Union  R.  R.  Co.,  25  Id.  526.  These 
cases  decide  that  the  construction  of  a  common  railway  to  be  run  with 
steam  engines  in  a  public  street,  without  the  consent  of  the  owners  of 
the  fee  of  the  street,  is  the  imposition  of  a  new  use,  and  an  additional 
burden  upon  the  land  embraced  in  the  street,  and  is  the  taking  of  the 
property  of  the  owner  without  compensation,  and  consequentl}'  is  pro- 
hibited b}'  the  Constitution.  There  is  certainly  a  broad  distinction  be- 
tween these  cases  and  that  of  a  street  railroad,  with  cars  to  be  drawn  by 
horses,  at  a  speed  of  not  more  than  six  miles  per  hour.  In  the  leading 
case  of  Williams  v.  The  New  York  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  the  street  was 
literally  destroyed  for  any  of  the  original  common  uses  for  which  the 
land  was  originally  taken.  With  forty  engines,  and  the  trains  which 
they  draw,  passing  over  the  street  dailj*,  an}-  use  for  carriages  or  com- 
mon vehicles  must  be  so  very  extremely  dangerous,  that  the  use  of  the 
street,  for  any  such  purpose,  would  necessarily  be  ver}r  limited,  if  not 
abandoned ;  and,  besides,  the  railroad  corporation,  in  such  a  case, 
takes  the  exclusive  use  of  the  street,  and,  in  all  these  cases,  actual 
and  exclusive  possession  of  the  locus  of  the  street  is  taken  by  the  rail- 
road corporations.  In  the  case  at  bar,  no  such  thing  occurs.  The  con- 
struction of  this  railroad  in  the  streets  of  the  city  of  Rochester,  and  the 
operating  of  it,  when  completed,  does  not  involve  the  taking  of  any 
title  to  the  land.  It  is  true,  the  iron  rails  are  to  be  laid  down  in  the 
street,  but  they  are  required  to  conform  to  the  grade  of  the  street,  and 
as  the  same  may  be  changed  from  time  to  time  by  the  city  authorities, 
and  the  rails  to  be  six  inches  wide,  and  laid  even  with  the  surface  of 
the  street.  The  track  of  the  road  does  not  become  the  property  of  the 
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railroad.  All  that  the  railroad  corporation  gets  is  a  license  to  construct 
and  operate  the  railroad,  but  to  be  enjoyed,  subject  to  the  rules  and 
regulations  of  the  Common  Council ;  and  these  regulations,  in  the  case 
at  bar,  are  well  calculated  to  secure  all  the  original  public  use  of  the 
street  as  an  easement  for  public  travel,  and  the  common  use  for  car- 
riages and  other  vehicles,  and  no  one  is  prohibited  from  passing  over 
and  along  the  track  with  teams  und  vehicles,  but,  on  the  contrary,  these 
common  rights  are  but  little  interfered  with ;  all  that  is^  granted  to  the 
defendants  is  the  right  to  use,  not  to  take  and  hold,  without  at  all  ex- 
cluding other  persons  from  their  former  use  of  the  same.  The  use 
which  is  thus  granted  is  nothing  more  than  the  privilege  of  passing  over 
the  streets  in  question  with  a  species  of  conveyance  somewhat  different 
from  that  which  the  public  generally  use.  The  inconvenience  to  the 
public,  in  the  common  use  of  the  street,  must  be  small,  and  no  indi- 
vidual can  complain,  that  a  public  street  is  appropriated  to  a  public  use 
somewhat  different,  unless  it  is  to  be  regarded  a  new  use,  and  imposes 
an  additional  burden  upon  the  land.  This,  in  my  judgment,  is  not  a 
new  use.  When  land  is  acquired  to  the  public  use  of  a  street  or  high- 
way, the  public  may  lawfully  claim  the  same  for  all  the  varying  wants 
which  the  public  ma}'  require,  only  so  that  such  use  is  in  subordination 
to  its  principal  use  as  a  street.  The  principal  uses  of  a  street  are  for 
the  passage  and  repassage  of  the  public,  and  this  public  right  of  pas- 
sage is  not  limited  to  any  particular  mode  of  travel  which  ma}1  be  in 
use  at  the  time  the  land  is  taken,  but  to  all  such  new  methods  as  the 
progress  of  civilization  and  improvement  may  bring  into  use,  only  so 
that  it  remains  a  public  street  still,  and  devoted  to  the  public  use. 

The  construction  and  use  of  such  a  street  railway,  as  is  provided  for 
in  the  case  under  consideration,  is  but  a  mode  of  exercising  the  public 
right  of  passage,  and  I  perceive  no  objection  to  the  public  exercising 
this  right  by  means  of  public  agents,  or  through  the  medium  of  corpo- 
rations, where  they  become  public  common  carriers  and  do  not  further 
encroach  upon  the  general  public  use,  than  do  those  street  railways  con- 
structed and  run  in  conformity  to  the  regulations  prescribed  in  the  case 
at  bar.  There  is  no  new  appropriation  of  the  property  of  the  plaintiff 
requiring  compensation  in  damages.  Nor  is  there  a  burden  imposed 
upon  his  land,  caused  by  a  use  not  contemplated  in  its  original 
appropriation. 

This  question  has  received  great  consideration  in  the  Superior  Court, 
and  has  invariably  been  decided  in  conformity  with  the  views  above 
expressed,  until  we  came  to  the  cases  at  bar.  82  Barb.  420  ;  35  Id. 
364  ;  37  Id.  357 ;  32  Id.  410  ;  10  Id.  26  ;  35  Id.  373.  These  cases  are 
well  considered,  and  are  referred  to  as  affording  satisfactory  reasons  for 
the  judgments  given.  This  question  came  before  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  State  of  Ohio,  in  the  case  of  The  Cincinnati  Street  Railway  v. 
Cutnminsvitte,  14  Ohio,  524,  and  the  case  was  decided  the  same 
way,  and  to  the  same  effect,  as  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Connecticut  in  the  case  of  EUiott  v.  Fair  Haven  H.  M.  Co.,  32  Conn. 
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579,  where  the  question  is  well  considered  by  Judge  Ellsworth,  who 
delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  that  case.  Other  cases  might  be 
referred  to,  sustaining  the  same  views.  The  course  of  judicial  decisions 
in  other  States  is  certainly  in  accordance  with  the  views  above  ex- 
pressed, upon  the  ground,  substantially,  that  the  public  easement  is  not 
destroyed,  but  only  used  according  to  a  new  and  improved  mode.  The 
precise  question  has  never  been  decided  in  this  court. 

In  the  case  of  Davis  v.  The  Mayor  &c.  of  N.  T.,  14  N.  Y.  530, 
531,  Judge  Comstock  expressed  the  opinion  that  such  a  use  of  the 
streets  of  a  city  was  lawful,  and  that  this  highway  and  railroad  track 
could  co-exist  and  constitute  one  public  easement.  The  very  able 
opinion  of  Judge  Emott,  delivered  in  this  court,  in  the  case  of  The 
People  et  al.  v.  Kerr,  27  N.  Y.  188,  fully  sustains  the  views  above 
expressed,  and  the  opinion  of  Judge  Wright  in  that  case  certainly 
favors  this  view,  as  does  the  decision  of  the  court,  although  this  ques- 
tion cannot  be  said  to  be  there  decided.  I  will  only  say,  without  fur- 
ther discussion,  that  this  conclusion,  which  I  have  attained,  after  a 
careful  examination  of  the  adjudged  cases,  and  the  best  reflection  which 
I  have  been  able  to  bestow  upon  this  matter,  is,  that  this  new  use  of  the 
streets,  for  the  carrying  of  passengers  by  horse  railway,  is  consistent 
with  the  public  use  for  which  the  lands  of  the  streets  were  originally 
appropriated,  and  is  not  so  far  antagonistic  to  their  common  use  as 
streets,  as  to  deprive  the  adjacent  owner  of  the  fee  of  anj-  property,  or 
interest  in  the  lands  for  which  he  can  claim  compensation.  The  great 
object  of  a  highway  is  to  furnish  accommodations  for  the  passage  and 
transportation  of  travellers  and  freight ;  and  these  street  railways  and 
these  street  cars  are  only  one  of  the  legitimate  means  to  accommodate 
the  public  travel,  and  is  a  lawful  use  of  the  street. 

It  follows  that  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  should  be  reversed, 
and  the  plaintiffs  complaint  dismissed. 

WOODRUFF  and  DWIGHT,  JJ.,  concurred  in  this  opinion. 

Judgment  affirmed,  with  costs.1 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS  OF  NEW  YORK.     1875. 
[Reported  62  N.  Y.  386.] 

APPEAL  from  order  of  the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  the 
Fourth  Judicial  Department,  confirming  the  report  of  commissioners  ap- 
pointed to  ascertain  and  appraise  the  compensation  to  which  defendant 
was  entitled  for  lands  taken  b}-  the  petitioner. 

The  petitioner  was  a  corporation  organized  under  the  general  Act  pro- 

1  The  cases  generally  are  contra;  see  Elliott  v.  Fair  Haven  R.  R,  Co.,  32  Conn. 
579  (1860)  ;  A.  0.  v.  Metropolitan  R.  R.  Co.,  125  Mass.  515  (1878). 
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viding  for  the  formation  of  gas-light  companies.  (Chap.  37,  Laws  of 
1848.)  By  an  Act  passed  in  1870  (Chap.  757,  Laws  of  1870),  authority 
was  given  to  it  to  acquire  title  to  lands  necessary  for  its  purposes  in  the 
General  Railroad  Act  (Chap.  140,  Laws  of  1850.)  The  line  fixed  by  the 
company  for  its  main  pipes  passed  along  a  countoy  highwaj*,  in  the  town 
of  Henrietta,  and  over  lands  owned  by  defendant.  The  compan}'  not  be- 
ing able  to  agree  with  him  as  to  his  compensation,  commenced  these  pro- 
ceedings, by  petition,  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  said  Railroad  Act. 
Commissioners  were  appointed  who  made  their  report  awarding  defend- 
ant $350.  Defendant  moved  for  a  confirmation  of  the  report  at  Special 
Term,  where  the  same  was  confirmed.  The  company  appealed  from  the 
report  and  from  the  order  confirming  it. 

Henry  R.  Selden,  for  the  appellant. 

John  Norton  Pomeroy,  for  the  respondent. 

MILLKH,  J.  The  appropriation  of  land  for  the  use  of  a  highway  is 
for  a  specific  purpose,  and  the  public  thereby  acquire  a  mere  right  of 
passage,  with  the  powers  and  privileges  which  are  incident  to  such  a 
right.  The  fee  of  the  land  still  remains  in  the  owner,  and  he  does  not 
become  divested  of  the  title  because  the  public  have  a  free  and  unre- 
strained right  to  the  use  of  the  same  for  the  purposes  of  travelling,  pass- 
ing and  repassing,  on  foot  or  with  animals  and  vehicles,  with  the  privilege 
of  doing  all  necessary  acts  to  keep  the  same  in  repair.  The  owner's 
right  is  absolute  to  maintain  ejectment  or  trespass,  to  use  and  enjoy 
the  soil,  reap  any  profits  arising  therefrom,  and  to  use  the  highway  for 
his  individual  purposes  in  any  way  consistent  with  the  easement  or 
servitude  which  its  appropriation  for  a  road  warrants.  These  prin- 
ciples are  elementary,  and  have  been  the  settled  law  of  this  State  from 
its  earliest  organization.  (3  Kent  Com.  432,  433  ;  Cortelyou  v.  Van 
lirundt,  2  J.  R.  357,  3G3 ;  Jackson  v.  Hathaway,  15  Id.  447,  452, 
453;  Gidney  v.  Earl,  12  Wend.  98;  Pearsall  v.  Post,  20  Id.  Ill, 
131.)  Nor  in  the  varying  changes  which  time  and  the  progress  of 
events  have  demanded  in  the  adaptation  of  the  common  law  to  the 
wants  of  society  have  these  salutary  rules  been  essentially  or  really 
altered.  The  introduction  of  railroads  in  this  State  presented  the  ques- 
tion whether  a  railroad  corporation  could  use  a  public  highway  for  the 
purpose  of  constructing  and  running  its  road,  and  it  was  held  that  it  im- 
posed an  additional  burden  upon  the  soil  of  the  highway  besides  what 
was  included  in  the  public  easement ;  that  the  Legislature  had  not  the 
power  to  make  such  imposition  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitutional 
provision,  which  forbids  the  taking  of  property  of  the  owner  of  the  fee 
without  compensation ;  and  that  the  company  can  derive  no  title  by 
any  Act  of  the  Legislature,  or  of  an}-  municipal  authority,  without  the 
consent  of  the  owner  of  the  fee,  or  without  the  appraisal  and  payment 
of  damages  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  law.  (Fietcher  v.  Auburn  and 
$.  R.  R.  Co.,  25  Wend.  462 ;  Trustees  of  Presbyterian  Society  v. 
Auburn  and  Roch.  R.  R.  Co.,  3  Hill,  567 ;  Davis  v.  The  Mayor, 
14  N.  Y.  506  ;  WiUiams  v.  W.  Y.  Cent.  R.  R.  Co.,  16  Id.  97  ;  Wager 
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v.  Troy  Union  H.  It.  Co.,  25  Id.  526.)  These  cases  settled  the  law, 
beyond  peradventure,  as  to  the  right  of  railroad  corporations  to  ap- 
propriate public  highways  to  their  benefit  without  compensation. 

At  a  later  day  an  attempted  distinction  was  sought  to  be  made  in 
favor  of  horse  railroads  in  cities,  and  the  question  as  to  the  right  of 
these  corporations  to  use  the  streets  of  cities  for  their  roads  and  cars, 
was  presented  in  Craig  v.  The  Rochester  City  and  Brighton  Ilail- 
road  Co.,  39  N.  Y.  404,  and  it  was  there  decided,  after  full  consid- 
eration by  the  Court  of  Appeals,  that  the  running  and  establishing  of 
such  a  road,  in  the  public  streets  of  a  city,  was  an  imposition  of  an  ad- 
ditional burden  on  the  land  of  the  adjoining  proprietor,  for  which  com- 
pensation must  be  made.  The  authorities  are  all  fully  reviewed  in  the 
case  last  cited,  and  unless  this  case  can  be  overthrown,  it  is  by  no 
means  apparent,  how  the  appellant  can  claim,  that  the  right  exists,  to 
appropriate  highwa^ys  for  the  purposes  claimed.  Even  if  the  principle 
here  decided  ma}'  be  disregarded  and  set  aside,  the  appellant  cannot  be 
aided,  for  the  reason  that  the  right  now  claimed  goes  far  beyond  the 
use  of  the  surface  of  a  highway,  the  injury  to  which  must  be  merely 
nominal  and  exceedingly  slight.  The  right  contended  for,  is  to  dig  in 
the  soil,  cut  off  drains,  and  disturb  privileges,  which  had  been  exercised 
by  the  owner  for  a  long  period  of  time.  The  use  of  the  highway  thus 
sought  to  be  maintained  is  different,  more  injurious,  and  liable  to  pro- 
duce far  greater  damages  to  the  owner  of  the  fee,  than  mere  passing  or 
repassing,  and  the  pecuniary  loss  occasioned  by  the  exercise  of  such  a 
power  must  necessaril}*  be  far  more  extensive,  and  unlimited  in  its  char- 
acter. It  would  be  beyond  an  ordinary  trespass  on  the  land,  or  an  ap- 
propriation of  the  surface  of  the  soil.  It  would  interfere  materially  with 
the  freehold  and  the  enjoyment  of  the  fee,  to  an  extent  greath'  exceed- 
ing anything  which  was  ever  contemplated  or  intended,  when  the  land 
was  appropriated  for  the  ordinary  purposes  of  a  highway.  The  rights  to 
the  fee,  to  the  fruits  of  the  soil  and  to  carry  water  in  pipes  under  the 
highway,  which  are  laid  down  as  expressly  reserved  (3  Kent,  stqyra), 
would  be  taken  away,  diverted  and  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  a 
corporation,  without  compensation  and  contrary  to  the  clear  and  mani- 
fest original  design  contemplated  b}1  the  laying  out  of  the  highway,  and 
the  intention  of  the  owner  of  the  fee,  when  he  parted  with  his  interest. 
Can  it  be  pretended  that  either  the  public  or  the  owner  intended  to 
be  deprived  of  the  rights  which  the  law  conferred  upon  him,  and  to 
subject  himself  to  a  direct  interference  in  their  enjoyment?  Surely  no 
such  conclusion  is  warranted  by  the  fact,  that  a  highway  was  laid  out 
according  to  law. 

We  have  been  referred  to  the  dicta  of  judges  in  several  cases,  holding 
that  the  streets  of  cities  may  be  used  for  the  laying  down  of  ordinary 
gas  and  water  pipes,  and  the  construction  of  sewers,  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  owner  of  the  fee.  There  is  no  case  where  the  precise  point 
has  been  distinctly  presented  and  passed  upon,  but  the  opinions  of 
judges  contain  remarks  which  sustain  this  doctrine.  The  views  thus 
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taken  are  not  without  some  reason  to  support  them,  where,  as  in  The 
People  v.  Kerr,  '21  N.  Y.  188,  the  fee  of  the  land  had  been  acquired 
by  the  city.  In  fact,  it  may  be  urged  with  some  apparent  reason 
that  the  appropriation  of  land  for  a  street  in  a  city  carries  with  it 
the  idea  that  it  is  to  be  used  for  all  necessary  purposes,  as  such  street, 
which  the  interest  of  the  public,  and  the  comfort,  enjoyment,  or  the 
health  of  the  locality,  may  demand.  Concede,  then,  that  these  im- 
provements were  proper  for  cities,  it  by  no  means  follows  that  the  ap- 
pellant had  a  right  to  use  the  highway  in  question  for  the  same  purpose, 
and  that,  as  a  necessary  result  of  the  reasoning,  the  gas-pipes  might  be 
properly  laid  over  the  land  of  the  respondent.  And  it  ma}-  be  remarked 
that  most  of  the  cases  cited,  if  not  all  of  them,  state  or  assume  that 
there  is  a  distinction  between  the  street  of  a  city  and  a  highway  in  the 
country.  Every  one  of  the  improvements  referred  to  may,  in  cities,  be 
considered  as  a  necessary  incident  to  the  public  right  to  repair,  im- 
prove, increase  the  value  of  property,  and  add  to  its  beauty  and  the 
wealth  of  a  large  local  population.  Usual!}*  constructed  without  objec- 
tion, they  do  not  ordinarily  interfere  with  other  rights  which  have  been 
lawfully  acquired  and  enjoyed,  and  they  confer  man}'  advantages  which 
counterbalance  any  supposed  detriment  or  injury.  Whether  these 
rights  can  be  strictly  maintained  as  to  cities,  it  is  not  necessary  to  de- 
termine in  this  case.  It  is  enough  to  say  that  the  rule  claimed  has  no 
application  to  a  country  highway,  because  the  circumstances  are  en- 
tirely different  Nor  does  the  rightful  use  of  land  appropriated  for  a 
street  for  the  purposes  before  stated  in  any  way  disturb  the  position  that 
a  public  highway  in  the  country  stands  entirely  upon  a  different  footing. 
It  is  unnecessary  to  review  the  authorities  referred  to  in  the  learned 
argument  of  the  appellant's  counsel.  The  question  is  entirely  settled 
by  the  adjudication  of  this  court,  as  we  have  seen,  and  must  be  re- 
garded as  stare  decisis.  No  such  additional  burden  as  is  claimed  can 
be  imposed  upon  laud  taken  for  a  public  highway,  unless  we  overthrow 
established  principles  and  cases  which  have  long  been  regarded  as 
authoritative.  The  respondent  was  clearly  entitled  to  compensation, 
the  proceedings  were  properly  instituted,  and  an  award  of  damages 
rightfully  made. 

There  is  no  objection  to  an  application  by  the  respondent  to  confirm 
the  report.  The  company  had  a  right  to  do  it,  but  the  respondent  was 
not  prohibited  from  doing  so. 

No  other  question  in  the  case  demands  comment,  and  the  order  of 
the  General  Term  must  be  affirmed. 

All  concur.  Order  affirmed.* 

1  Sterling't  Appeal,  111  Pa.  35  (1885),  accord. 
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STOUDINGER  v.  NEWARK. 

COURT  OF  CHANCERY  OF  NEW  JERSEY.     1877. 

[Reported  28  N.  J.  Eq.  187.] 

ON  order  to  show  cause  why  an  injunction  should  not  issue.  Hearing 
on  bill,  answer,  and  affidavits. 

Mr.  Joseph  Coult,  for  motion. 

Mr.  Henry  Young,  contra. 

THE  VICE-CHANCELLOR  [VAN  FLEET].  The  government  of  the  city  of 
Newark,  by  an  ordinance  "duly  adopted  on  the  7th  day  of  July,  1876, 
ordained  that  a  sewer  should  be  constructed  from  the  westerly  line 
of  High  Street  to  the  Passaic  River,  and  that  the  waters  of  Mill  Brook, 
on  First  River,  should  be  diverted  from  their  present  channel  into  the 
sewer  and  carried  by  it  to  the  Passaic  River.  The  sewer,  for  most  of 
the  distance  between  the  termini  named,  is  to  be  laid  in  Clay  Street. 
The  charter  gives  the  municipal  government  full  power  to  lay  out,  regu- 
late, and  repair  streets,  to  construct  sewers  and  drains  in  any  part  of  the 
city,  and,  in  the  construction  of  any  sewer  or  drain,  to  take  and  appro- 
priate or  divert  any  stream  of  water  it  may  deem  expedient  and  neces- 
sary. Compensation  is,  of  course,  to  be  made  to  the  persons  entitled  to 
the  water  diverted,  or  whose  lands  may  be  taken  for  sewerage  purposes. 
Clay  Street  was  dedicated  by  the  complainant  man}'  years  ago  to  the 
public  for  the  purposes  of  a  highway,  and  has  been  accepted  b}'  the 
city,  graded,  flagged,  and  curbed.  The  complainant  owns  and  resides 
on  a  lot  extending  along  the  southerly  line  of  Clay  Street,  a  distance  of 
two  hundred  and  twenty-seven  feet.  He  seeks  to  have  the  construc- 
tion of  the  sewer  in  Clay  Street  enjoined,  because  such  use  of  the  street 
is  not  within  the  rights  or  powers  conferred  upon  the  public  by  the  dedi- 
cation. He  contends  that  the  fee  of  the  street  is  still  in  him ;  that  by 
the  dedication  the  public  merely  acquired  a  right  of  free  passage,  and 
as  an  incident  of  this  right,  to  make  such  repairs  as  were  necessary  to 
render  travel  safe  and  convenient,  and  that  any  other  use  of  it  is  un- 
authorized, and  cannot  be  made  lawfully  without  compensation  to  him. 
On  the  argument,  the  application  was  put  distinctly  and  exclusively  on 
the  ground  that  the  city  authorities  were  seeking  to  appropriate  the 
street  to  a  use  not  within  the  purposes  of  the  dedication,  and,  therefore, 
they  should  be  restrained  until  they  acquire,  by  grant  or  condemnation, 
the  right  they  intend  to  exercise. 

The  location  of  sewers,  their  size  and  capacit}-,  and  the  material  of 

which  they  shall  be  constructed,  are  matters  which,  by  the  charter,  are 

committed  to  the  judgment  of  the  municipal  authorities,  and  so  long  as 

they  keep  within  their  power,  and  do  not  abuse  it,  their  acts  are  not 

VOL.  ii.  —  40 
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subject  to  judicial  revision.  When  the  Legislature  grants  to  a  municipal 
corporation  the  power  to  control  and  regulate  the  use  of  its  streets,  it 
invests  it  with  a  part  of  its  sovereign  power,  and  any  regulation  adopted 
by  the  corporation,  in  the  proper  exercise  of  its  powers,  is  as  much  be- 
yond the  control  of  the  courts  as  a  valid  enactment  of  the  Legislature  of 
the  State.  Milhau  v.  Sharp,  1 7  Barb.  435.  It  is  only  when  it  trans- 
cends its  power  that  the  courts  are  authorized  to  interfere.  Weil  v. 
Ricord,  9  C.  E.  Gr.  169. 

To  entitle  the  complainant  to  the  aid  he  asks,  the  court  must  hold,  as 
a  sound  proposition  of  law,  that  a  city  government,  having  authority  to 
control  the  use  of  its  streets  and  construct  sewers,  cannot  lawfully  use 
them,  whether  acquired  by  condemnation  or  dedication,  for  the  con- 
struction of  sewers,  without  first  having  them  specially  condemned  for 
that  purpose.  Whether  the  public  right  is  acquired  by  condemnation 
or  dedication  is  quite  immaterial.  If  land  is  dedicated  to  the  public 
for  the  purposes  of  a  street,  and  there  is  an  acceptance,  either  by  for- 
mal act  or  user,  the  public  right  is  complete,  and  the  land  may  be  ap- 
propriated to  any  use  to  which  a  street,  acquired  in  any  other  mode, 
can  lawfully  be  put.  The  public  have  the  same  rights  now  in  Clay 
Street  they  would  have  had,  had  the  public  easement  been  acquired  by 
condemnation.  The  bill  expressly  declares  Clay  Street  was  dedicated 
to  the  public  for  the  purposes  of  a  street ;  the  public  right  in  it  is  just 
as  extensive  as  it  would  have  been  if  it  had  been  acquired  by  grant. 
It  is  a  public  street  for  all  purposes,  and  may  be  so  used  and 
appropriated. 

The  authorities  upon  this  subject  seem  to  stand  with  entire  uniform- 
it}*  against  the  rule  it  would  be  necessary  to  adopt  to  give  the  com- 
plainant the  aid  he  asks.  Cone  v.  Hartford,  28  Conn.  362,  the  only 
case  cited  on  the  argument  in  support  of  the  complainant's  theory,  I 
understand  to  declare  distinctly  that  a  power  granted  to  a  municipality 
to  make  and  repair  streets,  confers  authority  to  construct  sewers  in  the 
streets,  which  ma}'  be  exercised  whenever  the  condition  of  the  streets, 
or  the  protection  of  the  public  health,  renders  it  expedient  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  local  government  It  is  further  held,  that  such  use  of  the 
highway  is  clearly  within  the  purposes  for  which  they  are  established, 
and  that  the  compensation  made  to  the  land-owner  for  his  land  includes 
damages  for  such  use. 

Equally  decisive  are  the  utterances  of  Judge  Gray  (now  Chief  Jus- 
tice) of  Massachusetts,  and  Judge  Hams  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
New  York.  The  first  says,  in  Boston  v.  Richardson,  13  Allen,  146  : 
44  Whenever  land  is  taken  for  public  use  as  a  highway,  and  due  com- 
pensation made,  the  public  have  a  right  to  make  any  use  of  the  laud, 
directly  or  incidentally,  conducive  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  public  ease- 
ment, and  such  uses  clearly  include  the  making  of  culverts,  drains,  and 
sewers  under  the  highway,  for  the  cleansing  of  the  streets  and  the  ac- 
commodation of  the  inhabitants  on  either  side."  And  Judge  Harris,  in 
Chapman  \.  Albany  and  Schenectady  R.  R.,  10  Barb.  360,  says :  "•  A 
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street  may  be  used  in  any  way  which  shall  best  promote  the  interest  and 
business  of  the  city.  What  will  so  promote  those  interests  and  business 
is  to  be  determined  by  the  municipal  authorities,  to  whom  the  control  of 
the  streets  is  committed.  Sewers  and  drains  may  be  constructed,  and 
water  and  gas  pipes  laid  in  them.  The  only  restriction  upon  the  power 
of  the  municipal  authorities  is  that  they  cannot  appropriate  them  to  a 
purpose  incompatible  with  the  ends  for  which  they  were  established." 
The  same  doctrine  is  declared  in  Milhau  v.  /Sharp,  15  Barb.  210.  And 
Judge  Dillon  declares  it  to  be  his  judgment  that  a  municipality  may 
lawfully  use  its  streets  for  the  construction  of  sewers,  and  that  such  use 
is  clearly  within  the  public  easement.  Dillon's  Mun.  Cor.  §  544.  The 
same  view  is  expressed  by  Mr.  Angell.  Angell  on  Highways,  §  216. 
And  this  court  has  twice  declared  that  the  building  and  operation  of  a 
horse-railroad  in  the  streets  of  a  city,  with  the  consent  of  the  governing 
power,  is  a  legitimate  use  of  the  highway  for  the  purposes  of  public 
travel,  and  not  a  taking  of  private  property  for  public  use,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Constitution,  so  as  to  entitle  the  owner  of  the  fee  to 
compensation.  Hinchman  v.  Pater  son  Horse  R.  R.  Co.,  2  C.  E.  Gr. 
75  ;  Pater  son  and  Passaic  Horse  R.  R.  Co.  v.  City  of  Pater  son,  9 
C.  E.  Gr.  158. 

Were  it  necessary  for  the  city  authorities  to  justify  their  action  before 
the  courts,  their  answer,  I  think,  gives  a  highly  satisfactory  reason  for 
the  diversion  of  the  waters  of  Mill  Brook,  and  also  shows  they  pro- 
ceeded cautiously  and  prudently  in  locating  the  route  of  the  sewer ;  but 
their  action  in  these  matters,  in  my  judgment,  cannot  be  reviewed  here. 
The  question  I  have  to  deal  with  is,  Has  the  city  of  Newark  power  to 
construct  this  sewer  in  Clay  Street  without  making  further  compensa- 
tion to  the  complainant?  I  think  it  has.  The  injunction  must  there- 
fore be  denied,  and  the  order  to  show  cause  discharged. 


PIERCE  u.   DREW. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1883. 
[Reported  136  Mass.  75.] 

BILL  in  equity  against  the  selectmen  of  Brookline  and  the  American 
Rapid  Telegraph  Company  of  Massachusetts,  to  restrain  the  selectmen 
from  granting  to  the  Telegraph  Company  a  location  for  its  posts  and 
wires  in  Brookline.  The  defendants  demurred  to  the  bill  for  want  of 
equity.  At  the  hearing,  before  JZndicott,  J.,  a  decree  was  entered  sus- 
taining the  demurrer  and  dismissing  the  bill ;  and  the  plaintiffs  appealed 
to  the  full  court.  The  allegations  of  the  bill  appear  in  the  opinion. 

A.  D.  Chandler,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

F.  Mbrison,  for  the  defendants. 

DEVENS,  J.     The  facts  admitted  by  the  demurrer  may  be  thus  stated : 
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The  plaintiffs  own  land  on  a  certain  street  or  public  highway  in  Brook- 
line  ;  they  also  own  a  fee  in  the  half  of  the  street  which  is  next  to  their 
abutting  land. 

The  defendants  are  the  selectmen  of  Brookline,  and,  on  the  applica- 
tion of  the  American  Rapid  Telegraph  Company,  a  corporation  organ- 
ized under  the  St.  of  1874,  c.  165  l  (Pub.  Sts.  c.  106,  §  14),  for  the 
transmission  of  intelligence  by  electricity,  are  about  to  grant  to  that 
company,  under  the  Pub.  Sts.  c.  109,  a  location  along  said  highway  for 
their  posts,  wires,  &c.  The  bill  seeks  to  restrain  the  defendants,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  last-named  Statute  is  unconstitutional. 

The  Pub.  Sts.  c.  109,  may  be  briefly  summarized  so  far  as  applica- 
ble to  the  inquiry  before  us.  By  §  1,  "Every  company  incorporated 
for  the  transmission  of  intelligence  by  electricity  "  possesses  the  powers 
and  is  subject  to  the  duties  prescribed  in  the  chapter.  By  §  2,  the 
lines  of  telegraphic  communication  are  to  be  so  placed  as  not  to  incom- 
mode the  public  use  of  the  highways  or  public  ways.  By  §  3,  the  muni- 
cipal authorities  shall  give  the  company  a  writing  specifying  where  the 
posts,  &o.,  may  be  located,  and  the  location  of  posts,  height  of  wires, 
&c.,  may  be  altered  at  any  time  by  their  direction.  By  §  4,  the 
"  owner  of  land  near  to  or  adjoining  a  highway"  ma3T  recover  damages 
if  injured  thereby.  By  §  12,  any  injury  to  persons  or  property  by  the 
posts,  wires,  &c.,  is  to  render  the  company  responsible  in  damages. 
By  §  15,  no  easement  or  prescriptive  rights  are  to  be  acquired  by  the 
erection  and  maintenance  of  the  posts,  &c.  By  §§  8-11,  provisions  are 
also  made  for  the  limit  of  the  debts,  the  liability  of  the  officers,  and  the 
duties  of  the  compan\r ;  and  penalties  are  imposed  for  neglecting  them. 

That  it  was  the  intent  of  the  Statute  to  grant  to  those  corporations, 
formed  under  the  general  incorporation  laws,  for  the  purpose  of  trans- 
mitting intelligence  by  electricity,  the  right  to  construct  lines  of  tele- 
graph upon  and  along  highways  and  public  roads  upon  the  locations 
assigned  them  by  the  officers  of  the  municipality  wherein  such  ways  are 
situate,  cannot  be  doubted.  The  use  of  the  words  "  every  company  " 
permit  no  other  interpretation.  Nor  are  we  able  to  conceive  win",  if 
this  authority  might  be  given  to  corporations  specially  chartered,  it  may 
not  equally  be  given  to  those  organized  under  the  general  law. 

If  this  use  of  property  already  appropriated  to  certain  public  uses  is 
to  be  deemed  of  itself  an  exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  the 
determination  of  the  Legislature  that  the  purpose  for  which  it  now 
directs  it  to  be  taken  is  a  public  use,  is  not  necessarily  conclusive  ;  but, 
if  the  use  be  public,  it  is  conclusive  that  the  necessit}*  exists  which  re- 
quires it  to  be  taken.  Talbot  v.  Hudson,  16  Gray,  417.  While  in 
some  cases  there  may  be  difficulty  in  deciding  whether  an  appropriation 
of  property  is  for  a  public  or  private  use,  such  difficulty  does  not  seem 

1  This  Statute  authorizes  any  number  of  persons,  not  less  than  three,  to  form  a  cor- 
poration "  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  any  lawful  business,"  excepting  certain  kinds 
of  business,  not  material  to  be  stated.  —  REP. 
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to  exist  in  the  present  case.  The  transmission  of  intelligence  by  elec- 
tricity is  a  business  of  public  character,  to  be  exercised  under  public 
control,  in  the  same  manner  as  transportation  of  goods  or  passengers 
by  railroads.  The  St.  of  1849,  c.  93,  of  which,  with  additions,  the 
Pub.  Sts.  c.  109,  is  a  re-enactment,  recognized  its  public  nature  ;  and  in 
Young  v.  Yarmouth,  9  Gray,  386,  which  was  an  action  fur  injuries 
sustained  by  a  traveller  on  the  highway  by  reason  of  the  telegraph  poles 
erected  there  under  the  location  granted  by  the  selectmen  by  authority 
of  the  St.  of  1849,  the  town  was  held  not  liable,  because  the  poles  were 
lawfully  within  the  limits  of  the  highway,  and  thus  not  such  an  obstruc- 
tion or  defect  as  to  render  it  responsible.  See  also  Commonwealth  v. 
JBoston,  97  Mass.  555;  Bay  State  Brick  Co.  v.  Foster,  115  Mass. 
431.  The  public  nature  of  this  business  has  been  recognized  by  the 
legislation  of  Congress,  the  decisions  of  the  United  States  courts,  and 
of  many  of  the  States  of  the  Union.  So  far  as  known  to  us,  it  has  not 
been  held  otherwise  anywhere.  U.  S.  Sts.  of  July  1,  1862  ;  March  3, 
1863  ;  July  2,  1864 ;  July  24,  1866.  Pensacola  Telegraph  v.  Western 
Union  Telegraph,  96  U.  S.  1. 

No  right  is  given  these  companies  to  use  the  highways  at  their  own 
pleasure,  or  to  compel  in  all  cases,  as  the  plaintiff  suggests,  locations 
therein  to  be  given  them  by  the  municipal  authorities.  The  second 
section  of  the  Statute  is  to  be  construed  with  the  third  section,  and 
shows  an  intention  that  a  legally  constituted  board  shall  determine  not 
only  where,  but  whether,  there  can  be  a  location  which  shall  not  incom- 
mode the  ordinaiy  public  ways,  with  full  power  to  revise  its  own  doings 
and  to  correct  any  errors  which  the  practical  working  of  the  arrange- 
ments may  reveal.  Young  v.  Yarmouth,  ubi  supra. 

But  as,  even  if  the  Legislature  has  the  right  to  authorize  the  erection 
of  telegraph  poles  along  a  highway,  as  a  public  use  thereof,  appropii- 
ate  safeguards  must  be  provided  for  an}*  rights  of  property  belonging 
to  individual  owners  which  may  be  taken  or  invaded,  there  remain  these 
inquiries  for  our  consideration  :  first,  whether  the  Statute  does  provide 
any  compensation  to  the  owner  of  the  fee  for  this  new  use  of  the  high- 
way ;  second,  whether  he  is  entitled  to  such  compensation ;  third, 
whether  the  owner  of  property  near  to,  or  abutting  upon,  the  highway, 
is  entitled  to  any  compensation  therefor  other  than  such  as  the  Act 
provides. 

The  fourth  section  provides  for  damages  which  may  be  sustained  by 
owners  of  "  land  near  to  or  adjoining  a  highway  or  road  along  which  lines 
are  constructed  by  the  company."  It  is  limited  to  these,  and  cannot  be 
extended  to  those  who  are  the  owners  of  the  fee  in  the  highwaj'  or  road 
itself.  Nor  does  the  twelfth  section,  as  the  defendants  contend,  make 
any  provision  for  them.  This  simply  enacts  that  "  when  an  injury  is 
done  to  a  person  or  to  property  by  the  posts,  wires,  or  other  apparatus  of 
a  telegraphic  line,  the  company  shall  be  responsible  in  damages  to  the 
party  injured."  But  the  concluding  clause  of  the  section,  by  which  it 
is  provided  that  "the  city  or  town  shall  not,  by  reason  of  anything 
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contained  in  this  chapter  or  done  thereunder,  be  discharged  from  its  lia- 
bility, but  all  damages  and  costs  recovered  against  a  city  or  town  on 
account  of  such  injury  shall  be  reimbursed  by  the  company  owning  the 
posts,  wires,  or  other  apparatus,"  indicates  clearly  that  the  liability  of 
the  company  provided  for  under  this  section  is  for  injuries  occasioned 
by  defects  or  obstructions  in  the  way  which  its  structures  may  cause. 
This  section  was  not  in  the  St.  of  1849,  c.  93  ;  its  first  clause  was  added 
to  the  legislation  on  this  subject  by  the  St.  of  1851,  c.  247,  §  2,  and  the 
remaining  clause  was  subsequent!}1  added  by  the  St.  of  1859,  c.  260, 
§§  1,  2,  it  may  fairly  be  presumed  in  view  of  the  decision  in  Young  v. 
Yarmouth,  ubi  supra,  made  in  1857. 

As  the  chapter  does  not,  in  our  opinion,  provide  for  damages  to  the 
owner  of  the  fee  in  the  highway  by  reason  of  the  erection  of  the 
telegraphic  posts  and  apparatus,  it  is  to  be  determined  whether  such 
a  use  of  the  highway  creates  a  separate  and  additional  burden,  re- 
quiring an  independent  assessment  of  damages,  for  which  the  owner 
of  the  land  was  not  compensated  when  the  highway  was  laid  out,  and 
thus  whether  the  omission  of  the  Act  to  provide  for  this  compensation 
renders  it  unconstitutional. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that,  for  more  than  thirty  years,  the  right  to 
appropriate  highwa3*s  to  this  public  use,  without  an)-  compensation  to 
the  owners  of  the  fee  therein,  has  been  asserted ;  that  the  Statutes  in 
regard  to  it  have  more  than  once  been  expounded  by  this  court,  with- 
out amr  apparent  doubt  of  their  validit}1 ;  and  that,  up  to  the  present 
time,  no  suggestion  has  ever  been  made  that  the  rights  of  such  owners 
were  in  anv  way  invaded.  If  the  argument  that  these  owners  are  enti- 
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tied  to  compensation  be  correct,  the  estates  of  thousands  have  been 
wrongfully  used  while  they  were  either  ignorant  of  their  rights  or  sub- 
missive to  injustice  ;  and  in  the  mean  time  costly  telegraphic  structures 
have  been  erected,  and  the  whole  business  of  the  State  has  accommo- 
dated itself  to  this  system  of  the  transmission  of  intelligence.  After  so 
long  a  practical  construction  by  the  Legislature  and  the  courts,  and 
after  so  widely  extended  an  acquiescence  by  parties  whose  estates  or 
interests  therein  are  directly  affected,  it  would  require  a  clear  case  to 
justify  us  in  setting  aside  such  a  Statute  as  unconstitutional,  even  if  it 
be  true,  as  it  certainly  is,  that  no  usage  for  any  course  of  years,  nor  any 
number  of  legislative  or  judicial  decisions,  will  sanction  a  violation  of 
the  fundamental  law,  clearly  expressed  or  necessarity  understood. 
Packard  v.  Richardson,  17  Mass.  122,  144;  Commonwealth  v.  Par- 
ker, 2  Pick.  549,  557  ;  Holmes  v.  Hunt,  122  Mass.  505.  No  right  to 
take  the  private  property  of  the  owner  of  the  fee  in  the  highway  is  con- 
ferred by  this  Act ;  all  that  is  given  is  the  right  to  use  land,  by  per- 
mission of  the  municipal  authorities,  the  whole  beneficial  use  of  which 
had  been  previously  taken  from  the  owner  and  appropriated  to  the  pub- 
lic. It  is  a  temporary  privilege  only  which  is  conferred ;  no  right  is 
acquired  as  against  the  owner  of  the  fee  by  its  enjoyment,  nor  is  any 
legal  right  acquired  to  the  continued  enjoyment  of  the  privilege,  or  any 
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presumption  of  a  grant  raised  thereby.  Pub.  Sts.  c.  109,  §  15.  The 
discontinuance  of  a  highway  would  annul  an_y  permit  granted  under  the 
Statute,  and  no  incumbrance  would  remain  upon  the  land. 

In  Chase  v.  Sutton  Maauf.  Co.,  4  Cush.  152,  167,  it  is  said  by 
Chief  Justice  Shaw,  "that  where,  under  the  authority  of  the  Legisla- 
ture, in  virtue  of  the  sovereign  power  of  eminent  domain,  private  prop- 
erty has  been  taken  for  a  public  use,  and  a  full  compensation  for  a  per- 
petual easement  in  land  has  been  paid  to  the  owner  therefor,  and 
afterwards  the  land  is  appropriated  to  a  public  use  of  a  like  kind,  as 
where  a  turnpike  has  by  law  been  converted  into  a  common  highwav, 
no  new  claim  for  compensation  can  be  sustained  by  the  owner  of  the 
land  over  which  it  passes."  The  case  itself  goes  farther  than  the  illus- 
tration used  by  the  Chief  Justice.  It  related  to  a  claim  made  by  an 
owner  in  fee  of  land  which  had  been  taken  by  a  canal  company  by 
statutory  authority,  for  the  purpose  of  a  navigable  waterway,  which 
compan}-  had  been  permitted  by  Statute  to  sell  its  property  to  a  rail- 
way compan}- ;  but,  although  the  two  modes  of  transportation  were 
entirety  different,  the  validity  of  the  Act  was  sustained,  and  the  claim 
of  the  landowner  for  further  compensation  disallowed. 

"  It  is  well  settled,"  says  Mr.  Justice  Gra}r,  in  Boston  v.  Richardson, 
13  Allen,  146,  160,  "  that  when  land,  once  duly  appropriated  to  a  pub- 
lic use  which  requires  the  occupation  of  its  whole  surface,  is  applied  by 
authority  of  the  Legislature  to  another  similar  public  use,  no  new  claim 
for  compensation,  unless  expressly  provided  for,  can  be  sustained  by 
the  owner  of  the  fee." 

When  land  has  been  taken  or  granted  for  highwaj's,  it  is  so  taken  or 
granted  for  the  passing  and  repassing  of  travellers  thereon,  whether  on 
foot  or  horseback,  or  with  carriages  and  teams  for  the  transportation 
and  conveyance  of  passengers  and  property,  and  for  the  transmission 
of  intelligence  between  the  points  connected  thereby.  As  every  such 
grant  has  for  its  object  the  procurement  of  an  easement  for  the  public, 
the  incidental  powers  granted  must  be  so  construed  as  most  effectually 
to  secure  to  the  public  the  full  enjo3'inent  of  such  easement.  Common- 
wealth v.  Temple,  14  Gray,  69,  77. 

It  has  never  been  doubted  that,  by  authority  of  the  Legislature, 
highways  might  be  used  for  gas  or  water  pipes,  intended  for  the  con- 
venience of  the  citizens,  although  the  gas  or  water  was  conducted 
thereunder  by  companies  formed  for  the  purpose  ;  or  for  sewers,  whose 
object  was  not  merely  the  incidental  one  of  cleansing  the  streets,  but 
also  the  drainage  of  private  estates,  the  rights  of  which  to  enter  therein 
were  subject  to  public  regulations.  Commonwealth  v.  Lowell  Gas 
Light  Co.,  12  Allen,  75  ;  Attorney- General  \.  Metropolitan  Railroad, 
125  Mass.  515,  517  ;  Boston  v.  Richardson,  ubi  supra. 

Nor  can  we  perceive  that  these  are  to  be  treated  as  incidental  uses, 
as  suggested  by  the  plaintiff,  because  the  pipes  are  conducted  under  the 
surface  of  the  travelled  way,  rather  than  above  it.  The  rights  of  the 
owner  of  the  fee  must  be  the  same  in  either  case,  and  the  use  of 
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the  land  under  the  way  for  gas-pipes  or  sewers  would  effectually  pre- 
vent his  own  use  of  it  for  cellarage  or  similar  purposes. 

When  the  land  was  taken  for  a  highway,  that  which  was  taken  was 
not  merely  the  privilege  of  travelling  over  it  in  the  then  known  vehicles, 
or  of  using  it  in  the  then  known  methods,  for  either  the  conveyance  of 
property  or  transmission  of  intelligence.  Although  the  horse  railroad 
was  deemed  a  new  invention,  it  was  held  that  a  portion  of  the  road 
might  be  set  aside  for  it,  and  the  rights  of  other  travellers,  to  some  ex- 
tent, limited  by  those  privileges  necessary  for  its  use.  Commonwealth 
v.  Temple,  ubi  supra;  Attorney- General  v.  Metropolitan  Railroad, 
ubi  supra.  The  discovery  of  the  telegraph  developed  a  new  and  valu- 
able mode  of  communicating  intelligence.  Its  use  is  certainly  similar 
to,  if  not  identical  with,  that  public  use  of  transmitting  information  for 
which  the  highway  was  originally  taken,  even  if  the  means  adopted  are 
quite  different  from  the  post-boy  or  the  mail-coach.  It  is  a  newly  dis- 
covered method  of  exercising  the  old  public  easement,  and  all  appropri- 
ate methods  must  have  been  deemed  to  have  been  paid  for  when  the 
road  was  laid  out.  Under  the  clause  to  regulate  commerce  among  the 
States,  conferred  on  Congress  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
although  telegraphic  communication  was  unknown  when  it  was  adopted, 
it  has  been  held  that  it  is  the  right  of  Congress  to  prevent  the  obstruc- 
tion of  telegraphic  communication  by  hostile  State  legislation,  as  it  has 
become  an  indispensable  means  of  intercommunication.  Pensacola 
Telegraph  v.  Western  Union  Telegraph,  ubi  supra. 

No  question  arises  as  to  any  interference  with  the  old  methods  of 
communication,  as  the  Statute  we  are  considering,  bj*  §  8,  guards 
carefully  against  this  by  providing  that  the  telegraphic  structures  are 
not  to  be  permitted  to  incommode  the  public  use  of  highwa3*s  or  public 
roads.  We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  use  of  a  portion  of  a  high- 
way for  the  public  use  of  companies  organized  under  the  laws  of  the 
State  for  the  transmission  of  intelligence  by  electricity,  and  subject  to 
the  supervision  of  the  local  municipal  authorities,  which  has  been  per- 
mitted by  the  Legislature,  is  a  public  use  similar  to  that  for  which  the 
highway  was  originally  taken,  or  to  which  it  was  originally  devoted, 
and  that  the  owner  of  the  fee  is  entitled  to  no  further  compensation. 

There  remains  the  inquiry,  whether  1'iere  is  any  objection  to  the  Stat- 
ute because  it  does  not  provide  a  sufficient  remed}*  for  the  owners  of 
property  near  to  or  adjoining  the  way,  who  may  be  incidentally  in- 
jured by  the  structures  which  the  telegraph  companies  may  have  been 
permitted  to  erect  along  the  line  of  the  highway  and  within  its  limits. 
Such  remedy  is  given  by  §  4,  as  the  Legislature  deemed  sufficient. 
We  should  not  be  willing  to  believe  that  the  landowner  thus  injured 
would  be  without  remedy,  if  the  company  failed  to  pay  the  damages 
lawfully  assessed  under  this  section,  while  it  still  endeavored  to  main- 
tain its  structures ;  but  the  only  compensation  to  which  such  owner  is 
entitled  is  that  which  the  Legislature  deems  just,  when  it  permits  the 
erection  of  these  structures.  The  Legislature  may  provide  for  compen- 
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sation  to  the  adjoining  owners,  but  without  such  provision  there  can  be 
no  legal  claim  to  it.  as  the  use  of  the  highwa}'  is  a  lawful  one.  Attor- 
ney- General  v.  Metropolitan  Railroad,  ubi  supra. 

The  clause  in  the  Declaration  of  Rights  which  provides  that  "  when- 
ever the  public  exigencies  require  that  the  property  of  any  individual 
should  be  appropriated  to  public  uses,  he  shall  receive  a  reasonable 
compensation  therefor,"  is  confined  in  its  application  to  property  actu- 
ally taken  and  appropriated  by  the  government.  No  construction  can 
be  given  to  it  which  can  extend  the  benefit  of  it  to  the  case  of  one  who 
suffers  an  indirect  or  consequential  damage  or  expense  by  means  of  the 
rightful  use  of  property  already  belonging  to  the  public.  Cullender  v. 
Marsh,  1  Pick.  418,  430. 

The  majorit}'  of  the  court  is  therefore  satisfied  that  the  demurrer  to 
this  bill  was  properly  sustained,  and  the  entry  will  be, 

Decree  affirmed. 

C.  ALLEN,  J.  A  minority  of  the  court,  consisting  of  MR.  JUSTICE 
WILLIAM  ALLEX  and  myself,  are  unable  to  agree  with  the  majority  of  the 
court  upon  the  principal  question  in  this  case,  which  is  this :  When  the 
public  has  acquired  an  easement  in  land  for  a  highway,  by  taking  it 
under  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  b}r  prescription,  by  dedication,  or 
by  grant,  is  an  additional  servitude  to  be  deemed  as  imposed  by  ap- 
propriating the  highway,  under  legislative  authority,  for  the  use  of  a 
line  of  electric  telegraph,  by  the  erection  of  poles  and  wires  above  the 
surface  of  the  ground,  so  that  the  owner  of  an  abutting  estate  and  of 
the  soil  to  the  centre  of  the  highway  is  entitled  to  further  compensa- 
tion therefor?  The  corresponding  questions  are  necessaril}- involved, 
whether,  when  land  is  taken  for  a  highway  by  the  right  of  eminent  do- 
main, it  is  to  be  considered  as  an  element  of  the  damages  sustained  by 
the  owner,  and  to  be  paid  by  the  city  or  town,  that  the  land  ma}'  be 
used,  not  merely  for  a  highway,  but  also  for  a  telegraph  line ;  and 
whether,  in  case  of  a  dedication  or  grant  of  land  for  a  highway,  with 
or  without  the  payment  of  a  consideration,  the  right  of  establishing  a 
telegraph  line  along  the  highway,  under  the  authority  of  general  or 
special  Statutes,  is  also  included  by  implication. 

If  such  owner  is  in  law  entitled  to  further  compensation,  it  is  plain 
that  the  Statute  fails  to  meet  the  constitutional  requirement,  inasmuch 
as  no  adequate  provision  for  such  compensation  is  made.  A  mere  right 
of  action  at  law  is  not  sufficient.  Connecticut  River  Railroad  v. 
County  Commissioners,  127  Mass.  50. 

It  has  been  held  in  this  Commonwealth  and  elsewhere,  though  with- 
out entire  uniformity  of  decision,  that  the  establishment  of  a  street  rail- 
way does  not  entitle  the  owner  of  the  land  to  further  compensation. 
Attorney- Generals.  Metropolitan  Railroad,  125  Mass.  515.  Recog- 
nizing this  decision  as  founded  on  just  principles,  the  question  remains, 
whether  the  same  rule  applies  to  other  uses,  and  with  what  limitations, 
if  an}*. 
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The  great  weight  of  opinion  thus  far  expressed  by  courts  is  that 
street  railways,  with  cars  propelled  by  horse-power,  are  not  to  be  re- 
garded as  imposing  a  new  servitude  which  will  entitle  the  owner  of  the 
fee  of  the  highway  to  additional  compensation,  but  that  steam  railroads 
are  to  be  so  regarded.  It  is  considered  that  the  latter  use  is  so  fur 
different  in  its  nature,  that  the  law  ought  to  take  notice  that  it  could 
not  have  been  within  the  contemplation  of  the  parties  that  the  laying 
out  of  an  ordinary  highway  should  also  include  such  a  mode  of  travel- 
ling. While  it  is  always  recognized  that  the  proper  and  contemplated 
use  of  the  highway  is  not  to  be  deemed  limited  to  such  vehicles  as  are 
iu  use  at  the  time,  it  is  considered  to  be  too  great  an  extension  of  the 
easement  acquired  by  the  public  to  hold  that  it  embraces  its  use  for  a 
steam  railwaj1.  At  this  point  the  line  has  been  drawn  b}*  a  great 
weight  of  judicial  decision.  See  Williams  v.  New  York  Central  Rail- 
road, 16  N.  Y.  97 ;  Wager  v.  Troy  Union  Railroad,  25  N.  Y.  526, 
535 ;  Jersey  City  <&  Hergen  Railroad  v.  Jersey  City  &  Hoboken 
Horse  Railroad,  5  C.  E.  Green,  61  ;  Imlay  v.  Union  Branch  Rail- 
road, 26  Conn.  249,  255  ;  Grand  Rapids  &  Indiana  Railroad  v.  Ilei- 
sel,  38  Mich.  62 ;  Sherman  v.  Milwaukee,  Lake  Shore  <%  Western 
Railroad,  40  Wis.  645  ;  Kucheman  v.  Chicago,  Clinton  <&  Dubuque 
Railway,  46  Iowa,  366  ;  JZaiser  v.  St.  Paul,  Stillwater  &  Taylor's 
Falls  Railroad,  22  Minn.  149  ;  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  v.  Reed, 
41  Cal.  256 ;  Cooley  Const.  Lim.  546,  550 ;  2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  §§  722, 
725. 

The  use  of  a  highway  for  the  purpose  of  communicating  information 
by  electricity,  by  means  of  posts  and  wires  erected  along  its  course, 
may,  in  a  certain  sense,  be  said  to  be  a  use  for  a  purpose  similar  to 
that  for  which  highways  are  established  ;  namely,  the  increase  of  com- 
munication between  persons  at  different  points.  But  this  is  a  some- 
what remote  analogy,  and  the  more  direct  purpose  of  establishing 
highways  is  to  enable  persons  and  teams  to  pass  more  easily  from  one 
place  to  another.  The  analogy  between  a  steam  railway  and  convey- 
ance by  ordinan*  teams  is  much  more  direct. 

The  multiplication  of  telegraph  and  telephone  posts  and  wires  in 
thickly  settled  places  within  the  past  few  years  makes  the  question  at 
issue  one  of  great  importance.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  in  many 
instances  an  actual  injur}'  is  done  to  the  remaining  or  abutting  land 
along  a  highway  or  street  by  the  erection  of  such  posts  and  wires  ;  and 
the  extent  to  which  this  may  be  carried  in  the  future  cannot  easily  be 
foreseen.  When  a  telegraph  line  consisted  of  only  a  single  row  of 
small  posts,  with  a  few  wires,  the  matter  was  of  less  importance. 
But  common  observation  shows  that  now  the  posts  are  large  and  numer- 
ous, fitted  with  cross-beams  adapted  for  layer  after  layer  of  almost 
countless  wires ;  and  the  establishment  of  the  different  kinds  of  elec- 
trical lines  involves  to  some  extent  a  destruction  of  trees  along  the 
highways  or  streets,  an  occupation  of  the  ground,  a  filling  of  the  air, 
an  interference  with  access  to  or  escape  from  buildings,  an  increased 
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difficulty  in  putting  out  fires,  an  obstruction  of  the  view,  a  presentation 
of  unsightly  objects  to  the  eye,  and  a  creation  of  unpleasant  noises  in 
the  wind.  The  actual  injury  thus  done  to  adjoining  property  ma}-  cer- 
tainly be  quite  serious  ;  and  if,  when  land  is  taken  or  granted  for  a 
highway,  it  is  understood  that  such  use  may  also  be  made  of  it,  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  in  many  instances  a  very  substantial  increase  of 
compensation  would  justly  be  granted  to  the  owner ;  because,  in  asses- 
sing damages  when  land  is  taken  for  a  highway,  it  is  not  merely  a  ques- 
tion what  the  land  actually  taken  is  worth,  or  what  will  be  the  extent 
of  the  injury  from  the  deprivation  of  its  use,  but  the  owner  is  also  enti- 
tled to  compensation  for  the  incidental  injury  to  his  remaining  land, 
which  is  to  be. estimated  with  reference  to  the  use  for  which  the  land 
taken  from  him  is  to  be  appropriated,  and  such  damages  are  to  be 
allowed  to  him  as  will  fairly  compensate  him  in  view  of  the  purposes 
of  the  appropriation.  Walker  v.  Old  Colony  &  Newport  Railway, 
103  Mass.  10,  14  ;  Johnson  v.  Boston,  130  Mass.  452,  454. 

Heretofore,  the  consequential  injury  to  the  remaining  land  of  the 
owner,  arising  from  the  possibility  of  a  future  use  of  the  highway  for 
telegraph  and  telephone  wires,  has  never,  so  far  as  we  have  been  in- 
formed, been  considered  as  a  proper  element  of  damages.  No  case  is 
cited  or  known  where  it  has  been  held,  or  even  contended  by  counsel, 
that  damages  should  be  included  for  such  possible  use. 

If  the  right  exists  to  establish  electrical  lines  with  many  wires,  with- 
out further  compensation,  the  owner  is  entitled  to  be  paid  at  the  outset 
for  all  such  rights  which  are  acquired  against  him,  on  the  assumption 
that  they  will  be  exercised  to  the  full.  No  one  can  tell  in  advance  how 
extensive  a  use  will  actually  be  made ;  but  if  it  is  an  incident  to  laying 
out  a  highway  that  lines  of  telegraph  or  telephone  may  be  authorized, 
the  owner  of  the  land  certainly  has  no  control  over  the  number  of  posts 
and  wires  that  may  be  used,  and  the  right  is  not  subject  to  any  limit 
except  the  discretion  of  other  persons  than  himself.  In  fixing  his  com- 
pensation, it  must  therefore  be  borne  in  mind  that  he  has  no  right  what- 
ever to  limit  the  use  which  may  be  made  of  the  highwa}'  for  these 
purposes.  The  result  will  follow,  that  when  his  land  is  taken  for  a 
highway  he  will  be  entitled  to  receive,  and  the  public  will  be  compelled 
to  pay  damages,  one  element  of  which  is  uncertain.  It  may  happen 
that  no  such  use  will  be  made  of  the  highway.  It  may  be  the  case  that 
the  authorities  who  lay  out  the  way,  and  the  city  or  town  which  has  to 
pay  the  expenses  of  laying  it  out  and  keeping  it  in  repair,  do  not  wish 
to  take  or  pay  for  the  right  to  have  telegraph  lines  established  on  it. 
They  may  not  think  such  a  line  in  that  place  necessary  or  desirable. 
Nevertheless,  if  it  is  incident  to  laying  out  a  highway  that  a  telegraph 
line  may  thereafter  be  established  upon  it,  by  the  sanction  of  a  future 
board  of  municipal  officers,  this  right  must  of  necessity  be  paid  for  at  the 
outset,  unless  the  owner  of  the  land  will  have  a  subsequent  claim  for 
additional  damages  ;  otherwise  his  property  is  taken  from  him  without 
compensation. 
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It  is  going  quite  too  far  to  hold  that  in  law  it  must  be  deemed  to  have 
been  within  the  contemplation  of  the  parties,  at  the  time  of  the  laying 
out  of  the  highway,  that  it  might  be  used  for  such  new  and  additional 
purposes.  They  are  in  their  nature  essentially  distinct  from  the  ordi- 
nary use  of  a  highway  by  travellers.  It  is  not  desirable  to  impose  this 
new  burden  upon  the  laying  out  of  highways.  If  the  public  conve- 
nience and  necessity  require  a  new  highway,  but  do  not  require  a  line  of 
telegraph  over  it,  the  public  authorities  ought  to  be  able  to  take  such 
an  easement  as  will  subserve  the  public  requirement,  without  being 
subjected  to  the  necessity  of  paying  for  a  right  which  is  not  needed 
nor  desired.  The  use  of  a  highway  for  telegraphic  purposes  is  not 
naturally  included  in  the  original  design,  nor  naturally  incidental  to 
its  use  for  travel.  Highways  can  be  and  are  convenientl}'  used 
without  telegraphs  or  telephones.  The  latter  can  be  established 
without  the  use  of  the  highway.  It  may  be  convenient  in  man}-  in- 
stances to  use  the  highway  for  electrical  lines.  Whenever  this  proves 
to  be  the  case,  there  is  no  hardship  in  requiring  those  who  wish  to 
establish  such  lines  to  pay  for  the  privilege  such  damages,  if  an}-,  as 
may  be  caused  to  the  owners  of  property  by  such  use.  In  many  in- 
stances, no  doubt,  there  would  be  no  damages.  But  in  cases  where 
actual  damage  is  thus  caused,  there  is  no  good  reason  why  it  should 
not  be  paid  for  by  those  who  will  derive  the  benefit.  It  is  more  just 
and  reasonable  that  such  payments  should  be  made,  as  for  an  addi- 
tional use  or  servitude,  than  that  it  should  be  included  at  the  outset, 
when  it  is  not  known  whether  such  use  will  be  required  or  not. 

There  is  another  reason  for  holding  that  the  right  to  establish  elec- 
trical lines  is  not  included  in  the  laying  out  of  a  highway.  When  land 
is  taken  for  a  highway,  the  payment  of  damages  is  to  be  made  by  the 
city  or  town  within  which  it  lies.  But  a  city  or  town  has  no  legal  right 
to  appropriate  money  for  the  establishment  of  a  line  of  telegraph  or 
telephone  for  the  general  public  use.  A  direct  vote  of  a  town  to  sub- 
scribe for  shares  in  a  company,  or  to  contribute  money  in  aid  of  such 
establishment,  would  clearly  be  illegal  and  void,  as  not  falling  within 
the  classes  of  objects  for  which  municipal  expenditures  may  be  made. 
If,  therefore,  the  owner  of  the  land  is  entitled  to  be  paid  for  the  right 
to  establish  lines  of  telegraph  or  telephone  along  the  highway,  in  the 
future,  as  an  incident  to  the  use  of  the  land  for  the  highway,  and  if  the 
city  or  town  is  to  pay  for  the  damages  caused  by  the  laying  out  of 
the  highway,  including  all  incidental  damages  to  the  remaining  land,  it 
follows  that  the  city  or  town  is  thus  made  to  contribute  money,  possi- 
bly against  its  will,  for  an  illegal  purpose.  By  construction  of  law,  it 
will  also  be  held  to  have  paid  money  in  the  past  for  expenses  which  it 
had  no  actual  intention  and  no  legal  right  to  incur.  And  the  electri- 
cal companies  will  be  declared  entitled  to  reap  the  benefits  accruing 
from  such  payment,  for  their  own  advantage.  The  Legislature  has 
never  intended  to  require  or  to  allow  towns  and  cities  to  pa}-  for  privi- 
leges to  be  enjoyed  by  electrical  companies,  which  may  be  organized 
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under  the  general  laws.  It  is  at  least  doubtful  if  it  has  the  constitu- 
tional right  to  do  so.  It  would  not  be  "  wholesome  and  reasonable  " 
legislation,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution,  to  grant  to  a  com- 
mercial corporation,  established  under  general  laws  for  purposes  of 
profit,  the  right  to  obtain,  without  payment,  a  valuable  privilege,  for 
which  a  city  or  town  has  been  compelled,  against  its  will,  to  pay. 

An  argument  has  been  drawn  from  the  judicial  sanction  which  has 
been  given  to  the  use  of  streets  for  drains  and  sewers,  and  for  gas  and 
water-pipes.  But  there  is  a  palpable  distinction  between  such  uses  and 
that  for  the  establishment  of  a  telegraph  line.  It  may  be  said,  in  a 
general  way,  that,  when  a  highway  is  laid  out,  the  whole  beneficial  use  , 
of  the  soil  is  temporarily  taken  from  the  owner  and  appropriated  to  the 
public  use ;  and  ordinarily  the  laying  of  underground  pipes,  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  cause  no  injury  to  the  adjoining  land,  does  not  deprive 
the  owner  of  the  fee  of  any  use  which  he  could  otherwise  have  made  of 
the  soil.  Ordinarily,  therefore,  he  cannot  be  deemed  to  suffer  any  legal 
injury  from  the  laying  of  underground  pipes.  A  different  question, 
however,  might  by  possibility  arise,  if  such  pipes  interfered  with  under- 
ground operations  which  the  owner  might  carry  on,  notwithstanding  the 
existence  of  the  highway.  Then,  again,  sewers  and  drains  are  built 
more  directly  by  public  officers,  and  usual!}'  are  of  direct  benefit  to  the 
abutting  estates,  as  well  as  to  the  streets  themselves.  The  advantage 
to  abutting  owners  is  so  apparent,  that,  under  our  Statutes,  they  may 
be  assessed  for  the  expenses  of  construction.  Gas-pipes  also  are  likely 
to  be  of  direct  service  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  for  which  streets 
are  laid  out,  aiding  public  travel,  and  benefiting  the  abutting  lots. 
There  is  a  general  recognition  that  all  these  uses  are  directl}'  subser- 
vient to  the  purposes  for  which  highways  are  established ;  and,  by 
Statute,  towns  are  authorized  or  required  to  lay  water-pipes,  erect 
watering-troughs  and  fountains,  set  out  and  maintain  shade  trees,  erect 
guide-posts,  and  erect  and  maintain  street  lamps.  Pub.  Sts.  c.  27, 
§§  37,  50;  c.  53,  §§  1-4;  c.  54,  §  9.  But  the  erection  of  telegraph 
lines  along  a  highway  is  of  no  direct  and  peculiar  benefit  to  travellers 
upon  the  highway,  to  the  highway  itself,  or  to  abutting  estates  ;  and,  as 
has  been  seen,  such  lines  do  or  may  interfere  materially  with  the  bene- 
ficial use  and  enjoyment  which  the  owner  of  the  soil  might  otherwise 
have  of  his  estate. 

The  fact  that  the  Statute  provides  that  no  permanent  easement  shall 
be  acquired  by  a  telegraph  company  is  not  material.  While  the  line 
exists,  the  injury  to  the  owner  is  continuous ;  and  he  is  deprived,  with- 
out his  consent,  of  the  rightful  use  of  his  property  for  a  period  which, 
though  indefinite  and  liable  to  be  determined,  ma}-  yet  be  perpetual, 
and  which  he  himself  is  powerless  to  bring  to  an  end. 

The  authorities  which  hold  that  using  a  highway  for  a  steam  railroad 
imposes  an  additional  servitude,  for  which  the  owner  of  the  fee  is  enti- 
tled to  additional  compensation,  go  farther  than  is  necessary  to  support 
the  view  above  taken.  The  case  of  Attorney-  General  v.  Metropolitan 
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Railroad,  125  Mass.  515,  related  only  to  horse  railroads,  and  leaves  it 
an  open  question  in  this  State  as  to  steam  railways.  The  case  of 
Cullender  v.  Marsh,  1  Pick.  418,  431,  as  to  damage  caused  by  chang- 
ing the  grade  of  the  street,  has  always  been  recognized  as  a  hard  case, 
and  an  intimation  was  given  at  the  time  that  the  Legislature  might  well 
interfere  by  general  or  special  Statute  for  the  relief  of  parties  so  in- 
jured. The  doctrine  of  that  case  should  not  be  extended.  In  Young 
v.  Yarmouth,  9  Gray,  386,  the  telegraph  line  was  established,  so  i'ar 
as  appears,  by  the  landowner's  consent,  and  no  question  involving  his 
rights  arose  or  was  considered. 

As  to  elevated  railroads,  it  was  held  by  a  majoritj-  of  the  justices  of 
the  New  York  Court  of  Appeals  that  an  abutting  owner,  even  if  he 
does  not  own  the  fee  of  any  part  of  the  street,  has  such  a  property  as  to 
be  entitled  to  additional  compensation.  Story  v.  New  York  Elevated 
Railroad,  90  N.  Y.  122.  The  case  would  be  much  stronger  if  he 
owned  the  fee.  In  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  and  in  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois,  and  in  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Illinois,  it  has  been  held  that  the  use  of  a  highway 
for  a  telegraph  line  will  entitle  such  owner  to  additional  compensation, 
Dusenbury  v.  Mutual  Telegraph,  11  Abb.  New  Cas.  440 ;  Atlantic  & 
Pacific  Telegraph  v.  Chicago,  Rock  Island  &  Pacific  Railroad,  6 
Biss.  158  ;  Board  of  Trade  Telegraph  v.  Barnett,  107  111.  507. 

For  these  reasons,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  demurrer  should  be 
overruled.1 

1  Grass  cannot  be  taken  from  a  highway  without  compensation  to  the  owner  of  the 
fee.  Woodruffs.  Neal,  28  Conn.  165  (1859).  Nor  can  a  market  be  put  on  a  high- 
way. State  v.  Laverock,  5  Vroom,  201  (1870).  A  statue  however  may  be  placed 
there.  Tompkins  v.  Hodgson,  2  Hun,  146  (1874). 

See  on  elevated  railroads,  and  on  damages  for  the  injury  from  them  to  adjoining  es- 
tates, the  owners  of  which  do  not  own  the  fee  in  the  highway,  Story  v.  New  York 
Elevated  R.  R.  Co.,  90  N.  Y.  122  (1882).  Cf.  Indiana,  Blovmington,  &c.,  R.  Co.  v. 
Eberle,  110  Ind.  542  (1886). 


CHAPTER  VI. 

FRANCHISES. 

2  BL.  COM.  37.      Franchise  and  liberty  are   used  as   S3-nonymous 
terms  ;  and  their  definition  is  a  royal  privilege,  or  branch  of  the  king's 
prerogative,  subsisting  in  the  hands  of  a  subject.     Being  therefore 
derived  from  the  Crown,  they  must  arise  from  the  king's  grant;   or 
in  some  cases  may  be  held  by  prescription,  which,  as  has  been  fre- 
quently said,  presupposes  a  grant.     The  kinds  of  them  are  various,  and 
almost  infinite :  I  will  here  briefly  touch  upon  some  of  the  principal ; 
premising  only,  that  they  may  be  vested  in  either  natural  persons  or 
bodies  politic ;  in  one  man  or  in  man}* :  but  the  same  identical  fran- 
chise,  that  has  before  been  granted  to  one,  cannot  be  bestowed  on 
another,  for  that  would  prejudice  the  former  grant.1 

3  BL.  COM.  219.     If  a  ferry  is  erected  on  a  river,  so  near  another 
ancient  ferry  as  to  draw  away  its  custom,  it  is  a  nuisance  to  the  owner 
of  the  old  one.     For  where  there  is  a  ferry  by  prescription,  the  owner 
is  bound  to  keep  it  always  in  repair  and  readiness,  for  the  ease  of  all 
the  king's  subjects,  otherwise  he  may  be  grievously  amerced  ;  it  would 
be  therefore  extremely  hard,  if  a  new  ferry  were  suffered  to  share  his 
profits,  which  does  not  also  share  his  burden.3 


IPSWICH  v.   BROWNE. 

EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER.     1581. 

[Reported  Sav.  11.] 

IN  the  Exchequer  Chamber  it  was  held  for  law  that  a  ferry  is  in 
respect  of  the  landing  place,  and  not  in  respect  of  the  water ;  that  the 
water  may  belong  to  one,  and  the  ferry  to  another,  as  it  is  the  case 
with  the  ferries  on  the  Thames,  that  the  ferry  in  one  place  belongs  to 
the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  where  the  Mayor  of  London  has  the  inter- 

1  See  Charles  River  Bridge  v.  Warren  Bridge,  11  Pet.  420  (1837). 
See  on  Forests,  &c.,  Wms.  Commons,  Lect.  xvi. 

Magna  Carta,  c.  16  (1225)  provides  that  "no  hanks  shall  he  defended  from  hence- 
forth but  such  as  were  in  defence  in  the  time  of  King  Henry  our  grandfather,  by  the 
same  places  and  the  same  bounds  as  they  were  wont  to  be  in  his  time."  See  Malcom- 
son  v.  O'Dea,  10  H.  L.  C.  593. 

2  See  Letton  v.  Goodden,  L.  R.  2  Eq.  123. 
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est  in  the  water.  And  if  one  has  piscary  in  any  water,  he  has  no 
power  to  land  without  the  assent  of  the  owners  of  the  freehold. 

And  in  every  ferry  the  land  on  both  sides  of  the  water  must  belong 
to  the  owner  of  the  ferry,  else  he  cannot  laud  on  the  other  side.1 

And  a  ferryman,  if  he  be  on  a  salt  water,  is  to  be  privileged  from 
being  pressed  as  a  soldier  or  otherwise.  And  this  was  said  in  a  case 
between  the  Inhabitants  of  Ipswich  and  Philemon  Browne. 


HUZZEY   v.  FIELD. 

EXCHEQUER.     1835. 
[Reported  2  0.  M.  &  R.  432.] 

LORD  ABINGER,  C.  B.2  This  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  the  dis- 
turbance of  the  plaintiff's  ferry  over  Milford  Haven,  tried  before  my 
Brother  Parke  at  Haverfordwest.  It  was  claimed  in  the  declaration 
in  different  ways  ;  but  the  question  reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the 
court  arises  on  the  count  which  complains  of  a  disturbance  of  Nayland 
Ferry. 

The  plaintiff  was  the  lessee,  under  Sir  John  Owen,  of  a  ferry,  called 
the  Pembroke  or  Burton  Ferry,  across  Milford  Haven,  which  was  the 
ordinary  communication  between  Pembroke  and  Haverfordwest  He 
was  also  lessee,  under  the  same  gentleman,  of  another  ferry  from  the 
same  point,  on  the  Pembroke  side,  to  Nayland  and  back ;  there  was  no 
question  as  to  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  both  these  femes.  He 
claimed  also  a  much  more  extensive  right,  that  of  ferrying  all  persons 
backwards  and  forwards  over  Milford  Haven,  within  no  very  narrow 
limits  ;  but  this  right  was  negatived  by  the  jury  on  the  trial. 

It  appeared,  however,  that  the  defendant  had,  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit,  set  up  a  boat  to  carry  passengers  from  Nayland  to 
the  opposite  side,  and,  amongst  other  places,  to  Hobbes's  Point,  more 
than  half  a  mile  from  the  Pembroke  Ferry-house.  At  this  place  a  hard 
or  pier  had  been  built,  to  improve  the  communication  between  England 
and  Ireland,  and  a  road  made  from  thence  to  Pembroke,  which  com- 
municated with  the  turnpike  road  from  Pembroke  Ferry  to  Pembroke, 
at  a  distance  of  more  than  half  a  mile  from  the  fern* ;  and  the  way  from 
Nayland  to  Pembroke,  by  Hobbes's  Point,  was  shorter  than  by  Pem- 

1  "  I  think  that  what  is  laid  down  in  Saville  is  not  law  to  the  extent  to  which  it  is 
there  stated.  The  owner  of  the  ferry  must,  as  incident  to  the  ferry,  have  such  right  to 
use  the  land  on  hoth  sides  as  to  enable  him  to  embark  and  disembark  his  passengers ; 
but  he  need  not  for  that  purpose  have  any  property  in  the  soil.  It  is  sufficient  if  he 
has  a  right  to  use  the  land  for  all  the  purposes  of  his  ferry.  This  is  a  right  to  use  the 
land  of  another  for  a  particular  purpose,  and  is  an  incorporeal  hereditament.'1  Per 
HOLROYU,  J.,  in  Peter  v.  Kendal,  6  B.  &  C.  703,  711  (1827). 

3  The  opinion  only  is  given. 
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broke  Ferry.  There  was  no  town  or  vill  between  Hobbes's  Point  or 
Pembroke  Ferry,  and  the  junction  of  the  new  with  the  old  road  ;  and,  I 
rather  believe,  none  between  that  point  and  Pembroke,  although  that 
circumstance  was  not  inquired  into  on  the  trial. 

On  one  occasion,  a  boy  in  the  service  of  the  defendant,  and  in  his 
boat,  received  a  passenger  on  board  at  Nayland,  who,  after  the  boat 
had  been  shoved  off  the  shore,  informed  him  he  was  going  to  Pem- 
broke, and  desired  to  be  put  on  shore  at  Hobbes's  Point ;  and  this  was 
done. 

The  jury  having  found  for  the  defendant  on  the  other  questions  in 
the  cause,  these  points  were  reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the  court, 
—  1st,  whether  the  defendant  was  responsible  for  this  act  of  his  ser- 
vant ;  and,  2dty,  whether,  if  he  was,  the  facts  proved  amounted  to  a 
disturbance  of  the  plaintiffs  right  of  ferry,  the  jun-  having  negatived 
am-  fraud  in  fact  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  or  his  servant. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted  for  a  new  trial,  the  case  was  argued 
before  my  Brothers  PARKE,  BOLLAND,  GURNEY,  and  nn-self. 

Upon  the  first  point  there  is  no  difficulty.  The  servant  was  acting 
at  the  time  in  the  course  of  his  master's  service,  and  for  his  master's 
benefit ;  and  his  act  was  that  of  the  defendant,  although  no  express 
command  or  privity  of  his  master  was  proved.  Tubervitte  v.  Stampe, 
1  Ld.  Raym.  265. 

The  second  point  is  one  of  a  more  doubtful  nature,  and  has  called  for 
much  consideration.  It  is  quite  clear,  that  a  ferry  is  a  franchise  which 
none  can  set  up  without  a  license  from  the  Crown ;  and  in  the  case  of 
a  feny  by  prescription,  a  grant  or  license  is  presumed.  As  earl}-  as  in 
the  Year-Book,  22  Hen.  6,  146.  it  is  thus  laid  down  by  Paston:  "  If  I 
have  of  ancient  time  a  ferry  in  a  town,  and  another  sets  up  a  ferry 
upon  the  same  river  near  to  my  ferry,  so  that  the  profits  of  my  ferry 
are  impaired,  I  shall  have  against  him  an  action  on  the  case ; "  and 
Newton  says  :  "  The  case  of  a  feny  differs  from  that  of  a  mill,  for  you 
are  bound  to  sustain  the  ferry,  to  serve  and  repair  it,  in  ease  of  the 
common  people,  and  it  is  inquirable  before  the  sheriff  in  his  tourn,  and 
justices  in  E}*re."  This  proposition  is  quoted  in  2  Roll.  140  G,  pi.  4, 
Com.  Dig.  Piscarry,  B.,  and  Action  on  the  Case  for  a  Nuisance,  and  in 
most  of  the  cases  in  which  the  rights  of  ferry  have  come  in  question. 

In  the  case  of  Churchman,  v.  Tunstall,  Hardres,  162,  in  the  Exche- 
quer, in  the  time  of  the  Commonwealth,  1659,  the  plaintiff,  the  farmer 
of  a  ferry  at  Brentford,  as  it  would  seem,  under  the  Crown,  filed  a  bill 
for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  defendant,  who  hud  lands  on  both  sides 
of  the  Thames,  three  quarters  of  a  mile  off,  and  who  was  in  the  habit 
of  ferrying  passengers  across,  from  continuing  to  do  so.  The  bill  was 
dismissed  without  costs ;  but  the  reporter  adds  a  query  as  to  the  pro- 
priety of  the  decision ;  and  even  if  it  was  right,  it  is  no  authority 
against  the  maintenance  of  an  action  on  the  case.  The  decision,  how- 
ever, appears  to  have  been  wrong;  for,  upon  another  bill  filed  in  1663, 
after  the  Restoration,  a  decree  was  made  by  Lord  Hale,  on  the  18th  of 
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June,  14  Car.  2,  in  favor  of  the  same  plaintiff,  that  the  new  ferry  shoulci 
be  put  down. 

In  Blissett  v.  Hart,  Willes,  508,  the  plaintiff  recovered  in  an  action 
on  the  case,  against  the  defendant,  for  setting  up  another  ferry  over  the 
same  river,  near  the  plaintiffs  ferry,  and  ferrying  over  persons  and 
horses  over  the  same  river,  near  the  plaintiffs  fern',  b}*  which  she  was 
obliged  to  let  it  for  less  rent  than  before,  and  had  been  deprived  of 
great  part  of  the  profit  of  it.  On  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  the 
court  held  the  declaration  to  be  good,  and  they  said,  that  "  a  ferry  is 
a  franchise  that  no  one  can  erect  without  a  license  from  the  Crown ; 
and  when  one  is  erected,  another  cannot  be  erected  without  an  ad  quod 
damnum.  If  a  second  is  erected  without  a  license,  the  Crown  has  a 
remedy  by  quo  warranto,  and  the  former  grantee  has  a  remedy  by 
action.  The  franchise  is  the  ground  of  the  action."  Willes,  512  n. 

So  far  the  authorities  appear  to  be  clear,  that,  if  a  new  ferry  be  set 
up  without  the  king's  license,  to  the  prejudice  of  an  old  one,  an  action 
will  lie ;  and  there  is  no  case  which  has  the  appearance  of  being  to  the 
contrary,  except  that  of  Tripp  v.  Frank,  hereafter  mentioned.  These 
old  authorities  proceed  upon  the  ground,  first,  that  the  grant  of  the 
franchise  is  good  in  law,  being  for  a  sufficient  consideration  to  the  sub- 
ject, who,  as  he  receives  a  benefit,  may  have,  by  the  grant  of  the 
Crown,  a  corresponding  obligation  imposed  upon  him  in  return  for  the 
benefit  received ;  and  secondl}',  that,  if  another,  without  legal  author- 
ity, interrupts  the  grantee  in  the  exercise  of  his  franchise,  by  withdraw- 
ing the  profit  of  passengers,  which  he  would  otherwise  have  had,  and 
which  he  has,  in  a  manner,  purchased  from  the  public  at  the  price  of  his 
corresponding  liability,  the  disturber  is  subject  to  an  action  for  the 
injury ;  and  the  case  is,  in  this  respect,  analogous  to  the  grant  of  a  fair 
or  market,  which  is  also  a  privilege  of  the  nature  of  a  monopoly. 

A  public  ferry,  then,  is  a  public  highway,  of  a  special  description, 
and  its  termini  must  be  in  places  where  the  public  have  rights,  as, 
towns  or  vills,  or  highways  leading  to  towns  or  vills.  The  right  of  the 
grantee  is,  in  the  one  case,  an  exclusive  right  of  carrying  from  town  to 
town,  in  the  other,  of  carrying  from  one  point  to  the  other,  all  who  are 
going  to  use  the  highwaj'  to  the  nearest  town  or  vill  to  which  the  high- 
waj'  leads  on  the  other  side.  Any  new  ferry,  therefore,  which  has  the 
effect  of  taking  away  such  passengers,  must  be  injurious. 

For  instance,  if  an}*  one  should  construct  a  new  landing-place  at  a 
short  distance  from  one  terminus  of  the  fern*,  and  make  a  practice  of 
carrying  passengers  over  from  the  other  terminus,  and  there  landing 
them  at  that  place,  from  which  they  pass  to  the  same  public  highway 
upon  which  the  ferry  is  established,  before  it  reaches  any  town  or  vill, 
and  b}-  which  the  passengers  go  immediately  to  the  first,  and  all  the 
vills  and  towns  to  which  that  highwa}*  leads ;  there  could  not  be  any 
doubt  that  such  an  act  would  be  an  infringement  of  the  right  of  ferry, 
whether  the  person  so  acting  intended  to  defraud  the  grantee  of  the 
ferry  or  not. 
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If  such  new  ferry  be  nearer,  or  the  boats  used  more  commodious,  or 
the  fare  less,  it  is  obvious  that  all  the  custom  must  inevitably  be  with- 
drawn from  the  old  fern' ;  and  thus  the  grantee  would  be  deprived  of 
all  benefit  of  the  franchise,  whilst  he  continued  liable  to  all  the  burden 
imposed  upon  him. 

It  does  not  follow  from  this  doctrine,  that,  if  there  be  a  river  passing 
by  several  towns  or  places,  the  existence  of  a  franchise  of  a  ferry  over 
it,  from  a  certain  point  on  one  side  to  a  point  on  the  other,  precludes 
the  King's  subjects  from  the  use  of  the  river,  as  a  public  highway  from 
or  to  all  the  towns  or  places  on  its  banks,  and  obliges  them,  upon  all 
occasions,  to  their  own  inconvenience,  to  pass  from  one  terminus  of 
the  ferry  to  the  other.  The  case  of  Tripp  v.  Frank,  4  T.  R.  666,  de- 
cided otherwise ;  and  it  is  not  intepded  to  question  that  decision.  It 
was  there  held  that  the  plaintiff,  who  had  a  right  of  fern-  from  Hull  to 
the  town  of  Barton,  had  no  right  of  action  against  a  person  who  carried 
passengers  from  Hull  to  Barrow,  a  place  on  the  banks  of  the  river,  at 
some  distance  from  Barton.  But,  suppose  he  had  known  that  the  pas- 
sengers were  going  by  that  route  to  Barton,  and  that  their  sole  object 
was  to  go  there ;  or  suppose  that  Barton,  instead  of  being  within  a  few 
hundred  yards  from  the  Humber,  was  a  mile  distant,  and  was  the  first 
town  with  which  either  ferry  communicated,  it  would  not  follow,  from 
that  decision,  that  in  such  a  case  passengers  might  be  landed  at  Barrow, 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  going  to  Barton. 

We  have  thought  it  right,  in  consequence  of  the  course  taken  by  the 
counsel  in  argument,  to  enter  thus  far  into  the  general  question,  and  to 
la}*  down  these  principles,  that  it  may  not  be  supposed  that  the  deci- 
sion to  which  we  find  ourselves  obliged  to  come,  can  in  any  manner 
affect  the  plaintiffs  right  to  the  exclusive  privilege  of  ferrying  pas- 
sengers who  leave  Nayland  with  no  other  object  than  that  of  going  to 
Pembroke. 

But,  fully  admitting  his  right,  we  are  of  opinion,  after  much  delibera- 
tion, and,  I  may  add,  not  without  some  hesitation,  that  there  is  no  suffi- 
cient ground  for  making  the  rule  absolute. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  that,  between  Hobbes's  Point  and  the  junction 
of  the  two  roads  that  lead  from  that  place  and  from  Pembroke  Ferry 
respectively  to  the  town  of  Pembroke,  there  are  intermediate  points,  to 
which  the  passenger  Llewelyn  might  be  going ;  though  Pembroke  was  his 
ultimate  object,  it  might  not  be  his  only  object ;  and,  if  he  had  any  par- 
ticular view  of  convenience  in  making  Hobbes's  Point  the  place  of  his 
landing,  which  could  not  have  been  accomplished  as  well  b}*  landing  at 
Pembroke  Ferry,  then,  according  to  the  principles  laid  down  in  the  case 
of  Tripp  v.  Frank,  there  would  have  been  no  evasion  of  the  plaintiffs 
ferry.  It  is  true  that  the  intentions  of  Llewelyn  are  left  very  uncertain 
upon  the  evidence ;  and  it  does  not  appear  from  the  report,  that  the 
counsel  on  either  side  thought  proper  to  elicit  them  by  any  inquiry. 
And  if  this  had  been  the  real  question  which  the  parties  intended  to  try, 
the  Court  might  have  been  disposed  to  direct  a  new  trial.  But  one 
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cannot  fail  to  observe  that  the  main  questions  of  fact  in  difference  were 
fully  tried  and  disposed  of  by  the  jury,  and  that  the  point  stated  upon 
Llewelyn's  evidence  was  laid  hold  of  for  no  other  purpose  than  that  of 
recovering  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  at  all  events,  after  all  the  matters 
really  in  difference  had  been  decided  against  him.  The  court,  UICTO 
fore,  is  bound  to  look  with  strictness  to  the  evidence,  and  not  to  allow 
the  plaintiff  &ny  advantage  from  an  uncertainty  that  he  ought  to  have 
removed.  It  was  incumbent  on  him  to  offer  satisfaetor}-  proof  that 
Llewelyn  had  no  other  object  than  to  evade  his  ferry,  and  that  the  de- 
fendants were  aware,  and  must  have  understood,  that  he  had  no  other 
object  Now,  the  communication  made  by  Llewetyn  to  the  defendant's 
servant,  after  the  boat  had  commenced  her  passage,  is  not  inconsistent 
with  his  having  some  legitimate  object  in  going  to  Hobbes's  Point, 
besides  that  of  going  to  Pembroke.  The  uncertaint}*,  therefore,  in 
which  this  point  has  been  left  b\-  the  evidence,  makes  it  impossible  to 
say  that  the  facts  proved  amounted  to  a  disturbance  of  the  plaintiff's 
ferry ;  therefore  the  rule  cannot  be  made  absolute,  to  enter  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff.  And  we  think  that  the  plaintiff,  in  a  case  of  this  sort, 
is  not  entitled  to  a  new  trial,  that  he  may  amend  his  evidence  upon  an 
incidental  point,  upon  which  he  left  it  too  doubtful  to  be  properly  sub- 
mitted to  the  jur}*.  The  rule,  therefore,  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 

John  Evans,  for  the  defendant. 

Sir  J.  Campbell,  /Sir  W.  Owen,  Chilton,  and  E.  V.  Williams,  contra. 


NEWTON  v.  CUBITT. 
COMMON  PLEAS.  1862. 
[Reported  12  C.  B.  N.  S.  32.] 

WILLES,  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court : 1  — 
In  the  first  count  of  the  declaration  the  plaintiffs  complain  that  the 
defendants  had  carried  passengers  in  the  line  of  their  feny ;    in  the 
second,  that  they  had  so  done  near  that  of  the  said  ferry,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  evading  it. 

The  defendants  carried  to  Greenwich  passengers  from  Cubitt's  Pier, 
which  is  on  the  eastern  side  of  the  Isle  of  Dogs,  distant  1280  yaixls  from 
Potter's  Ferry  Stairs,  on  the  south  side  of  that  isle.  The  area  of  the 
isle  is  about  one  square  mile.  It  is  bounded  by  the  Thames  on  three 
sides  out  of  four.  It  was  an  uninhabited  marsh  down  to  1800,  with  one 
roadway  from  Poplar  on  the  north,  to  Potter's  Ferry  Stairs  on  the  south  ; 
and  at  that  time  the  passengers  going  along  that  road  comprised  all  the 
passengers  from  the  Isle  of  Dogs.  Since  1800  it  has  become  and  now 
is  populous,  and  covered  with  manufacturing  and  commercial  establish- 

1  The  opinion  only  is  given. 
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merits.  Cubitt's  Pier  was  made  for  the  accommodation  of  Cubitt  Town, 
built  on  the  bank  of  the  Thames  at  some  distance  from  the  roadway 
before  mentioned,  and  only  connected  therewith  by  ways  which  the 
owner  of  the  land  has  chosen  to  dedicate  to  the  public. 

Upon  these  facts,  the  questions  are,  —  first,  did  the  defendants  carry 
within  the  line  of  the  plaintiffs'  ferry ;  and,  if  not,  secondly,  did  the}- 
carry  near  to  it,  for  the  purpose  of  evading  it? 

In  order  to  answer  the  first  question,  the  extent  of  the  plaintiffs' 
fern-  must  be  ascertained.  The  plaintiffs  claim  the  exclusive  right  of 
carrying  all  who  pass  from  any  part  of  the  isle  to  Greenwich.  In  sup- 
port of  their  claim  they  rely  on  a  deed  of  1676,  and  on  usage.  A  part 
of  the  description  of  the  ferry  in  the  deed  of  1676,  taken  by  itself,  tends 
to  support  this  claim:  "All  that  ferry  extending  itself  from  a  place 
or  marsh  called  the  Isle  of  Dogs,  over  the  Thames,  into  the  town  of 
Greenwich."  But,  although  these  words  ma}*  mean  that  every  person 
passing  from  the  Isle  of  Dogs  to  Greenwich  must  go  by  this  ferry,  there 
are  other  parts  of  the  description  which  refer  to  usage ;  so  that  the 
extent  must  be  ascertained  thereby.  It  is  a  ferry  commonly  called  and 
known  as  "  Potter's  Ferry."  Usage  must  prove  the  application  of 
this  description.  The  concluding  words  also,  viz.,  "  in  as  ample  a 
manner  as  the  same  hath  heretofore  been  used,  occupied,  or  enjoyed," 
make  the  limits  depend  on  usage.  Furthermore,  the  nature  of  the 
franchise  seems  to  be  repugnant  to  the  plaintiffs'  claim  of  a  ferry  from 
every  part  of  the  isle  indiscriminately. 

A  ferry  exists  in  respect  of  persons  using  a  right  of  way,  where  the 
line  of  way  is  across  water.  There  must  be  a  line  of  way  on  land, 
coming  to  a  landing-place  on  the  water's  edge  (as  in  this  case,  to  Pot- 
ter's Ferry  Stairs),  or,  where  the  ferry  is  from  or  to  a  vill,  from  or  to 
one  or  more  landing-places  in  the  vill.  The  franchise  is  established 
to  secure  convenient  passage  ;  and  the  exclusive  right  Is  given  because 
in  an  unpopulous  place  there  might  not  be  profit  sufficient  to  maintain 
the  boat,  if  there  was  no  monopoly.  The  ferry  is  unconnected  with 
the  occupation  of  land,  and  exists  only  in  respect  of  persons  using  the 
right  of  way.  The  questions,  whence  they  come,  and  whither  they  go, 
are  irrelevant  to  the  exercise  of  that  right ;  and  the  ferryman  has  no 
inchoate  right  in  respect  of  any  of  them,  unless  they  come  to  his 
passage. 

Such  being  the  nature  of  a  ferry,  the  notion  that  a  large  area  of  land 
should  be  subjected  to  the  servitude  that  the  owners  and  occupiers 
thereof  should  be  prohibited  from  using  the  highway  of  the  Thames  as 
they  may  choose,  and  should  be  under  an  obligation  to  get  to  the  high- 
way leading  from  Potter's  Ferry  Stairs,  and  cross  to  Greenwich  only 
therefrom,  is  anomalous ;  and,  if  Cubitt  Town  had  been  built  without 
a  way  therefrom  to  the  road  to  Potter's  Ferry,  the  performance  of  the 
supposed  obligation  would  necessitate  a  trespass. 

The  cases  on  the  nature  of  a  ferry  are  few  ;  and  we  cite  only  Paine 
v.  Partrich,  Carth.  191.  There,  the  court  decided  that  case  did  not 
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lie  for  an  obstruction  of  a  highway,  without  special  damage ;  that  a 
passage  over  the  water  is  of  the  same  nature  as  a  highway  for  all  peo- 
ple ;  and  that  the  plaintiff,  who  claimed  as  an  inhabitant  of  Littleport, 
had  not  the  passage  as  such  inhabitant,  but  as  a  subject. 

If  the  line  of  the  plaintiffs'  ferry  be  taken  to  be  from  Potter's  Ferrj- 
Stairs  only,  and  not  from  the  whole  isle,  the  defendants  have  not  carried 
in  that  line,  and  the  first  count  fails. 

The  second  count,  charging  that  the  defendants  carried  near  the  line 
of  ferry,  for  the  purpose  of  evading  it,  raises  another  question.  The 
owner  of  the  ferry  has  a  cause  of  action  for  carrying  iu  the  line  of  the 
ferry,  whether  it  be  done  directly  or  indirectly.  He  has  a  right  to  the 
transport  of  the  passengers  using  the  way  ;  and,  if  the  alleged  wrong- 
doer makes  a  landing-place  near  to  the  ferry  landing-place,  so  as  to 
be  in  substance  the  same,  making  no  material  difference  to  travellers, 
such  a  wrongdoer  would  be  guilty  of  the  wrong  complained  of  in  the 
second  count :  he  would  indirectly  carry  in  the  line  of  the  plaintiffs' 
ferry. 

Then,  have  the  defendants  done  this  wrong?  We  think  not.  Cubitt 
Town  is  at  such  a  distance  from  Potter's  Ferry  as  is  substantially  im- 
portant for  those  who  have  to  pass  therefrom  to  Greenwich ;  and  it  is 
found  that  the  defendants  had  not  the  purpose  of  evading  the  plaintiffs' 
ferry,  or  of  diverting  traffic  therefrom. 

The  principle  by  which  to  decide  whether  the  proximity  of  a  new 
passage  across  the  water  to  an  ancient  ferry  Is  actionable,  has  not  been 
clearly  laid  down.  It  seems  reasonable  to  infer,  that,  if  the  franchise 
of  a  ferry  is  established  for  facility  of  passage,  and  if  the  monopoly  is 
given  to  secure  convenient  accommodation,  a  change  of  circumstances 
creating  new  highways  on  land  would  carry  with  it  a  right  to  continue 
the  line  of  those  ways  across  a  water  highway ;  and  it  is  obvious  that 
the  single  landing-place  which  sufficed  for  an  uninhabited  marsh,  would 
be  utterly  inadequate  for  several  towns  thronged  with  industrial  me- 
chanics. If  one  hundred  of  such  laborers  pass  now  to  Greenwich 
where  one  traveller  passed  in  1800,  it  seems  oppressive  to  fix  on  such  a 
large  number  of  laborers  the  perpetuall}'  repeated  loss  of  three  quarters 
of  a  mile  of  walking,  for  the  sake  of  the  small  fraction  of  the  toll  which  is 
the  profit  on  each  passenger,  and  unreasonable  so  to  increase  that  profit. 
If  the  public  convenience  requires  a  new  passage  at  such  a  distance 
from  the  old  ferry  as  makes  it  to  be  a  real  convenience  to  the  public, 
the  proximity  seems  to  us  not  actionable. 

The  authorities  do  not  define,  either  in  respect  of  ferries  or  markets, 
or  the  like,  what  proximity  is  actionable.  Fleta,  lib.  4,  c.  28,  §  13, 
describes  the  proximity  of  a  new  market  which  is  actionable  to  be 
seven  miles,  on  the  calculation  of  twenty  miles  a  day  for  each  person's 
travelling;  and  he  therefore  allows  seven  miles  out  and  seven  back, 
and  time  for  marketing  besides.  Such  a  limit,  on  such  a  reason,  might 
be  suited  to  the  simple  wants  of  a  rude  life,  where  inhabitants  are  few, 
but  is  unfitted  for  large  towns,  where  daily  wants  are  greatly  multiplied. 
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Under  the  latter  circ-umstances,  it  seems  that  the  area  within  which  a 
new  market  would  become  actionable  would  be  diminished  from  a 
diameter  of  fourteen  miles  by  the  public  need  ;  and,  on  the  same  rea- 
soning, the  area  for  the  monopoly  of  a  ferry  would  depend  on  the  need 
of  the  public  for  passage. 

We  now  proceed  to  the  cases.  The  dictum  of  Paston,  in  11  H.  6, 
fo.  14,  only  affirms  that  case  will  lie  for  infringing  the  right  of  a  ferry- 
man, and  does  not  touch  the  question  of  proximit}*.  In  Churchman 
v.  Tunstal,  Hardres,  162,  the  complaint,  by  English  bill,  was,  that  the 
defendant  carried  over  the  Thames,  in  Brentford,  three  quarters  of  a 
mile  below  the  plaintiff's  ferry  for  horses  and  passengers,  and  an  in- 
junction was  prayed  to  stop  it ;  the  defendant  contended  that  the  re- 
straint which  the  plaintiff  would  lay  on  others  was  uncertain,  and  at 
too  great  a  distance  ;  and  the  court  decided  for  him,  because  it  came  too 
near  to  a  monopoly,  and  restrained  trade.  The  decision  by  Lord  Hale 
between  the  same  parties  is  said,  in  Huzzey  v.  Field,  2  C.  M.  &  R. 
432,  to  have  been  'different ;  but  neither  the  point  of  law,  nor  the  facts 
on  which  Lord  Hale  acted,  are  stated.  In  Tripp  v.  Frank,  4  T.  R. 
666,  the  plaintiff's  ferry  was  from  Hull  to  Barton.  The  defendant 
carried  from  Hull  to  Barrow,  two  miles  below  Barton,  on  the  Humber. 
The  judgment  is  for  the  defendant.  Lord  Kenyon  says :  "If  a  person 
wishing  to  go  from  Hull  to  Barton  had  applied  to  the  defendant,  and 
he  had  carried  them  a  little  above  or  below  the  ferry,  it  would  be  a 
fraud  on  the  plaintiff's  right,  and  a  cause  of  action.  But  here  these 
persons  were  substantial!}*  and  not  colorably  carried  to  a  different  place." 
And  Ashhurst,  J.,  adds,  in  effect,  that  it  is  unreasonable  to  require 
that  a  person  crossing  the  Humber  must  be  carried  out  of  his  way,  on 
account  of  the  plaintiff's  ferry. 

In  Huzzey  v.  Field,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  432,  the  plaintiff  had  a  ferry  from 
Nayland  to  Pembroke  Point.  The  main  highwa}-  from  Haverford  to 
Pembroke  passed  by  Nayland,  and  thence  over  the  water  to  Pembroke 
Point,  and  so  to  Pembroke.  Afterwards  traffic  to  Milford  Haven  in- 
creased, and  Pater  Dock  was  built,  and  a  landing-place  at  Hobbes's 
Point,  half  a  mile  from  Pembroke  Point,  was  made,  —  it  being  required 
for  the  accommodation  of  traffic  in  b'nes  other  than  that  from  Haver- 
ford  to  Pembroke.  The  defendant  took  a  passenger  in  his  boat  from 
Naylaud  Point,  who,  when  afloat,  ordered  him  to  Hobbes's  Point,  saying 
he  was  going  to  Pembroke.  The  question  was,  whether  these  facts 
proved  a  disturbance  of  the  feny  ;  and  it  was  answered  in  the  negative. 
The  court  describes  a  disturbance  to  be  either  by  carrying  from  point 
to  point,  or  by  constructing  a  landing-place  at  a  short  distance  from 
one  terminus  of  the  feny,  and  carrying  passengers  thereto  who  were 
in  reality  passing  along  the  line  of  way  on  which  the  ferry  is  situate. 
But,  as  it  appeared  in  the  case  there  were  other  places  than  Pembroke 
to  which  the  passenger  might  be  going  from  Hobbes's  Point,  without 
or  before  going  to  Pembroke,  and  if  there  was  a  convenience  to  him 
in  lauding  at  Hobbes's  Point,  which  he  could  not  have  had  by  landing 
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at  Pembroke  Point,  he  would  not  evade  the  plaintiff's  ferry  by  landing 
at  Hobbes's  Point. 

In  the  last  two  cases,  the  ferry  was  backwards  and  forwards,  and  the 
question  arose  in  respect  of  the  terminus  ad  quern.  The  law  would 
have  been  precisely  the  same,  as  far  as  the  consideration  of  convenient 
accommodation  operates,  if  the  question  arose  respecting  the  terminus 
a  quo,  as  it  necessarily  does  in  this  case,  where  the  ferry  is  only  one 
way.  But  these  general  principles,  and  their  specific  application  to 
Potter's  Ferry,  were  considered  in  Matthews,  app.,  Peache,  resp., 
5  Ellis  &  B.  546,  and  the  judgment  was  decisively  in  point  for  the 
defendants.  The  information  was  for  plying  as  waterman,  without  a 
license.  The  defence  was,  that  the  defendant  was  exempt  as  a  ferry- 
man ferrying  in  Potter's  Ferry  from  Cubitt's  Dock,  which  is  800  yards 
from  Potter's  Ferry  Stairs,  to  Greenwich.  The  court  decided  that 
the  ferry  is  from  the  stairs,  and  not  from  the  Isle  of  Dogs  to 
Greenwich,  the  indefinite  words  of  the  conveyance  being  defined  by 
the  exercise  of  the  right ;  and  that  therefore  the  exemption  for  fer- 
ries did  not  extend  to  Cubitt's  Dock,  distant  800  yards.  A  fortiori 
it  does  not  extend  to  Cubitt's  Pier,  which  is  1280  yards  distant  from 
the  ferry. 

Therefore,  upon  principle  and  authority,  it  appears  that  the  plaintiffs 
have  neither  the  privileges  nor  the  burdens  of  a  ferry  from  Cubitt's 
Pier,  and  that  all  the  Queen's  subjects  being  at  Cubitt's  Pier,  whether 
from  Poplar  or  elsewhere,  have  a  right  to  use  the  highway  of  the  Thames 
therefrom  either  to  Greenwich  or  elsewhere  at  their  free  will  and 
pleasure,  either  by  wherries  or  steamer. 

It  follows  that  no  right  of  the  plaintiffs  is  shown  to  have  been  in- 
fringed by  the  defendants,  and  that  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  our 
judgment. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 

Pigotti  Serjt.  (with  whom  was  Powell},  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Lush,  Q.  C.  (with  whom  were  Raymond  and  Humphrey},  contra.1 


GATES  v.  M'DANIEL. 

SUPREME  COURT  OF  ALABAMA.     1829. 

[Reported  2  Stew.  211.] 

THIS  was  a  suit  in  equity,  tried  on  bill  and  answer  in  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Covington  County,  at  October  Term,  1827. 

Samuel  Gates  had  filed  his  bill  in  March,  1827,  charging,  that  before 
the  sale  of  the  public  lands  at  that  place  by  the  United  States,  Thomas 

1  Affirmed  in  Cam.  Scacc.,  13  C.  B.  N.  S.  864. 
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M'Daniel  had  established  a  ferry  on  the  Conecuh  River,  below  the  falls, 
in  Covington  County.  That  when  the  land  was  sold  by  the  government, 
it  was  purchased  by  several  persons  jointly,  among  whom  were  the  com- 
plainant and  defendants.  That  after  the  purchase,  the  owners  applied 
to  the  County  Court  of  Covington  Count}*,  and  obtained  an  order  for  a 
public  ferry,  at  the  same  place  at  which  the  defendant,  M'Daniel,  had 
before  kept  his  ferry.  That  a  part  of  the  land  purchased  was  laid  off 
in  lots,  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  town ;  that  the  whole  of  the  land 
thus  distributed  into  lots  was  divided  by  ballot  among  the  owners  :  and 
that  in  the  division,  the  complainant  drew  the  lots  attached  to  the  ferry  ; 
that  before  the  drawing,  it  had  been  agreed,  that  no  ferry  should  be 
kept  on  any  other  part  of  the  land.  He  alleged,  that  after  the  division, 
he  had  obtained  from  the  County  Court  an  order  for  a  public  ferry  at  the 
same  place,  in  his  own  name.  He  further  charged,  that  notwithstand- 
ing this  agreement,  the  defendants  had  erected  a  bridge  across  the  river 
on  a  part  of  the  land  drawn  by  them,  very  near  to  the  ferry,  on  which 
all  persons  were  permitted  to  cross,  on  foot,  on  horseback,  and  in  car- 
riages, free  of  charge,  by  which  the  profits  of  the  ferry  were  entirely 
destro}"ed ;  although  he  the  complainant  had  complied  with  the  law  in 
keeping  a  good  boat  and  ferryman,  and  kept  the  banks  in  good  order, 
&c.  He  also  alleged,  that  before  building  the  bridge,  M'Daniel  had 
made  an  application  to  the  County  Court,  for  authority  to  establish 
another  ferry  on  said  land,  which  had  been  refused.  According  to  the 
prayer  of  the  bill,  an  injunction  had  been  granted,  restraining  the  de- 
fendants from  permitting  the  bridge  to  be  used  for  any  other  purpose 
than  the  convenience  of  their  own  families. 

The  defendants,  by  their  answer,  admitted  the  allegations  of  the  bill, 
except  the  agreement  that  no  ferry  should  be  established  other  than  the 
one  which  had  been  previously  authorized,  which  the}'  denied.  They 
also  denied  that  the  banks  leading  to  the  complainant's  ferry  had  been 
put  in  good  order,  and  insisted  that  wagons  had  been  compelled  to  un- 
load before  they  could  get  up  the  banks ;  and  that  the  complainant 
himself  had,  in  some  instances,  used  the  bridge. 

On  the  hearing  in  the  Circuit  Court,  the  injunction  was  dissolved,  and 
bill  dismissed  with  costs,  on  the  ground  that  the  Statute  prohibiting  the 
establishment  of  ferries  within  two  miles  of  a  ferry  already  established, 
did  not  embrace  bridges  ;  and  also  that  it  contained  an  exception  as  to 
ferries  at  or  near  a  town. 

The  complainant  appealed  from  this  decree,  and  insisted  that  it  was 
erroneous. 

Shortridye,  for  the  appellant. 

Vandegraaff  and  Parsons,  for  the  defendants. 

BY  JUDGE  TAYLOR.  The  Statute  of  1820,  section  17,  provides  "  that 
no  public  ferry  shall  be  established  within  less  than  two  miles  by  water, 
of  any  ferry  already  established,  unless  on  any  river  at  or  within  two 
miles  of  any  town."  And  b}*  the  20th  section  of  that  Act,  it  is  declared 
' '  that  if  anj*  person  or  persons  shall  establish  a  public  ferry  or  a  public 
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road,  toll-bridge,  or  causeway,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  he 
or  they  shall  forfeit  and  pay  five  hundred  dollars,"  &c.  The  meaning 
of  this  last  section  clearly  is,  if  a  toll-bridge,  &c.,  should  be  established 
without  an  order  of  court,  then  the  forfeiture  shall  be  incurred.  But  as 
this  is  not  a  toll-bridge,  it  does  not  come  within  the  words  of  the  Statute, 
which  is  penal,  and  must  be  strictly  construed. 

What  is  the  reason  that  persons  are  prohibited  from  establishing  a 
public  ferry  within  two  miles  of  another?  Clearly  because  the  owner 
of  the  first  has  entered  into  onerous  engagements  when  he  obtained  the 
order  to  establish  his  ferry.  He  has  become  bound  to  keep  good  boats, 
constant  attendance,  &c.  This  requires  that  he  should  receive  compen- 
sation, and  it  is  important  to  the  community  that  he  should  observe 
faithfully  the  engagements  he  has  entered  into.  Unless  be  has  some 
such  protection,  his  ferry  will  become  profitless,  of  course  will  be  neg- 
lected, and  travellers  and  others  meet  with  great  delays.  But  will  the 
object  of  the  General  Assembly  in  affording  this  protection  be  defeated 
by  the  erection  of  a  bridge  within  the  prohibited  distance?  Certainly, 
much  more  effectually  than  by  establishing  a  ferry.  It  is  said  though 
that  in  the  record,  there  is  some  showing  that  this  place  came  within 
the  exception,  as  there  was  a  town  where  this  bridge  is  built.  I  am 
far  from  being  satisfied  that  there  was  a  town  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Act ;  but  it  is  a  sufficient  reply  to  this  objection,  that  this  bridge  was 
not  established  by  order  of  the  County  Court. 

Apart  from  all  statutory  provisions,  except  those  which  relate  to  the 
establishment  of  the  fern',  I  am  decidedly  of  opinion  that  the  defend- 
ants had  no  right  to  build  a  public  bridge  within  the  immediate  vicinity 
of  the  ferry,  calculated  to  destroy  the  profits  of  the  ferry.  The  com- 
plainant had  regularly  made  his  application  to  the  County  Court,  en- 
tered into  bond  as  the  law  directs,  and  was  liable  to  be  sued  on  that 
bond  if  he  failed  to  comply  with  its  conditions ;  certainly  then  he  must 
receive  the  protection  which  he  had  a  right  to  expect  when  he  gave  this 
bond,  and  without  which  it  will  not  be  in  his  power  to  fulfil  its  con- 
ditions. In  a  case  reported  in  1  Johnson's  Chancery  Reports,  611,  it  is 
determined  that  "  an  injunction  will  be  granted  to  secure  to  a  part}*  the 
enjoyment  of  a  privilege  conferred  by  Statute,  of  which  he  is  in  the  ac- 
tual possession,  and  when  his  legal  title  is  not  put  in  doubt.  As  when 
a  turnpike  company,  incorporated  with  the  exclusive  privilege  of  erect- 
ing toll-gates  and  receiving  toll,  had  duty  opened,  and  established  the 
road  with  gates,  &c.,  and  certain  persons,  with  a  view  to  avoid  the  pay- 
ment of  toll,  opened  a  b}--road  near  their  turnpike,  and  kept  it  open,  at 
their  own  expense,  for  the  use  of  the  public,  by  which  travellers  were 
enabled  to  avoid  passing  through  the  gates,  and  paying  toll  to  the  plain- 
tiff; the  court  granted  a  perpetual  injunction  to  prevent  the  defendants 
from  using  or  allowing  others  to  use  such  road,  and  ordered  the  same 
to  be  shut  up."  This  case  is  so  precisely  in  point,  that  it  is  needless  to 
comment  upon  it. 

The  decree  of  the  court  below  must  be  reversed ;  and  this  court  pro- 


GATES   V.   M'DANIEL.  651 

ceeding  to  render  such  decree  as  should  have  been  rendered  below,  it  is 
ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  the  injunction  be  reinstated  and 
perpetuated,  and  that  the  defendants  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit. 
JUDGE  CRENSHAW,  not  sitting.1 

1  Accordingly  in  Smith  v.  Harkins,  3  Ired.  Eq.  613  (1845),  it  was  held  that  a  free 
bridge  was  a  disturbance  to  a  ferry.  So  a  free  ferry  is  a  disturbance  to  another  ferry. 
Long  v.  Beard,  3  Murphy  (X.  C.)  57  (1819)  :  Aikin  v.  Western  R.  R.  Co.,  20  N.  Y. 
370  (1859)  ;  Harrell  v.  Ellsworth,  15  Ala.  576  (1850).  So  a  free  ferry  is  a  disturbance 
to  a  bridge.  Norris  v.  Farmers'  Co.,  6  Cal.  590  (1856). 

But  cf.  Hopkins  v.  Gt.  North.  R.  Co.,  2  Q.  B.  Div.  224. 
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CHAPTER  VII. 

RENTS. 
SECTION  I. 

NATURE,  KINDS,  AND   REMEDIES. 

LIT.  §  213.  Three  manner  of  rents  there  be,  that  is  to  saj1,  rent  ser- 
vice, rent  charge,  and  rent  seek.  Rent  service  is  where  the  tenant 
holdeth  his  land  of  his  lord  bj-  fealty  and  certain  rent,  or  by  homage, 
fealty  and  certain  rent,  or  by  other  services  and  certain  rent.  And  if 
rent  service  at  any  day,  that  it  ought  to  be  paid,  be  behind,  the  lord 
may  distrain  for  that  of  common  right.1 

1  "Before  the  passing  of  the  Statute  of  Quia  Emptores,  18  Ed.  1,  St.  1,  which  pro. 
hibited  the  subinfeudation  of  land,  rents  might  be  and  were  reserved  upon  a  feoffment 
in  fee  simple.  Such  rent  was  rent  service  incident  to  the  seigniory,  and  was  distrain- 
able  for  of  common  right,  lit.  216.  Many  rents  so  created  are  still  in  existence,  and 
are  variously  termed  chief  rents,  rents  of  assize,  quit  rents,  and  fee  farm  rents.  Chief 
rents,  in  the  original,  as  distinguished  from  the  modern  sense  of  the  word,  are  such 
rents  as  are  payable  by  the  freeholders  of  a  manor  to  the  lord  under  whom  they  hold. 
1  Steph.  Com.  675.  Rents  of  assize  are  similar  rents  payable  by  a  freeholder  or  copy- 
holder of  a  manor,  the  name  being  derived  from  the  original  reservation  having  been 
assized,  t.  e.,  reduced  to  a  certainty  by  the  lord  of  the  manor.  Scriven  on  Copyholds, 
6th  ed.,  208.  The  term  quit  rent  is  often  applied  to  both  chief  rents  and  rents  of  assize, 
but,  strictly  speaking,  is  applicable  only  to  a  rent  reserved  in  lieu  of  all  services,  be- 
cause then  the  tenant  is  quit  from  other  services.  Scriven  on  Copyholds,  6th  ed.,  208. 
All  these  are  rents  service,  and  must  have  been  paid  immemorially  (Scriven  on  Copy- 
holds, 6th  ed.,  208),  or  at  least  since  before  the  passing  of  the  Statute  Quia  Emptores. 

"  Fee  farm  rents,  though  very  similar,  differ  somewhat  from  those  last  mentioned. 
They  were  rents  reserved  upon  feoffments  of  land  in  fee  rendering  yearly  the  true 
value,  or  more  or  less,  for  which  tenements  neither  homage,  wardship,  marriage,  nor 
relief  could  be  demanded  without  special  stipulation.  Britton,  book  iii.  ch.  ii. 
Feoffments  of  this  kind  appear  thus  to  have  been  more  analogous  to  a  lease  at  rack 
rent  than  to  an  ordinary  feudal  grant,  in  which  the  services  were  regarded  as  of  more 
importance  than  the  rent.  With  the  growth  of  the  commercial  and  decay  of  the  feudal 
spirit,  this  form  was  no  doubt  increasingly  adopted.  We  read  in  Hallam's  Middle 
Ages,  ch.  viii.  part  iiL,  that  one  of  the  earliest  and  most  important  changes  in  the 
condition  of  the  burgesses  of  towns  was  the  conversion  of  their  individual  tributes  into 
a  perpetual  rent  from  the  whole  borough.  The  town  was  then  said  to  be  affirmed  or 
let  in  fee  farm  to  the  burgesses  and  their  successors  forever. 

"  A  fee  farm  rent  is  often  stated  as  a  rent  in  fee  issuing  out  of  an  estate  in  fee  of  at 
least  one  fourth  of  the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  its  reservation.  2  Blackstone, 
43;  note  to  Bradbury  v.  Wright,  1  Doug.  626;  Spelm.  Gloss.  221,  col.  1.  The  name, 
however,  is  founded  on  the  perpetuity  of  the  rent,  not  on  the  quantum.  Harg.,  note 
to  Co.  Lit.  143  b;  Mad.  Firm.  Burg.  3.  Mr.  Hargrave  states  that  the  sometimes 
confining  the  term  of  fee  farm  to  rents  of  a  certain  value  probably  arose  partly  from 
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Co.  LIT.  142  a.  And  the  rent  may  as  well  be  in  delivery  of  hens, 
capons,  roses,  spurs,  bows,  shafts,  horses,  hawks,  pepper,  comin,  wheat, 
or  other  profit  that  lieth  in  render,  office,  attendance,  and  such  like,  as 
in  payment  of  mone}*.  But  a  man  upon  his  feoffment  or  conveyance 
cannot  reserve  to  him  parcel  of  the  annual  profits  themselves,  as  to 
reserve  the  vesture  or  herbage  of  the  land  or  the  like,  for  that  should 
be  repugnant  to  the  grant :  non  debet  enim  esse  reservatio  de  praficuis 
ipsis,  quia  ea  conceduntur,  sed  de  redditu  novo  extra  proficua.1 

LIT.  §  214.  And  if  a  man  will  give  lands  or  tenements  to  another 
in  the  tail,  3'ielding  to  him  certain  rent  by  the  year,  he  of  common 
right  may  distrain  for  the  rent  behind,  though  that  such  gift  was  made 
without  deed,  because  that  such  rent  is  rent  service.  In  the  same 
manner  it  is,  if  a  lease  be  made  to  a  rnau  for  life,  or  the  life  of  another, 
rendering  to  the  lessor  certain  rent,  or  for  term  of  years  rendering  rent. 

LIT.  §  215.  But  in  such  case,  where  a  man  upon  such  a  gift  or  lease 
will  reserve  to  him  a  rent  service,  it  behooveth,  that  the  reversion  of 
the  lands  and  tenements  be  in  the  donor  or  lessor.  For  if  a  man  will 
make  a  feoffment  in  fee,  or  will  give  lands  in  tail,  the  remainder  over 
in  fee  simple,  without  deed,  reserving  to  him  a  certain  rent,  this  reser- 
vation is  void,  for  that  no  reversion  remains  in  the  donor,  and  such 
tenant  holds  his  land  immediately  of  the  lord,  of  whom  his  donor 
held,  &c. 

LIT.  §  216.  And  this  is  by  force  of  the  Statute  of  Quia  Emptores  ter- 
rarum.  For  before  that  Statute,  if  a  man  had  made  a  feoffment  in  fee 
simple,  by  deed  or  without  deed,  3'ielding  to  him  and  to  his  heirs  a  cer- 
tain rent,  this  was  a  rent  service,  and  for  this  he  might  have  distrained 
of  common  right ;  and  if  there  were  no  reservation  of  any  rent,  nor  of 
any  service,  yet  the  feoffee  held  of  the  feoffor  by  the  same  service,  as 
the  feoffor  did  hold  over  of  his  lord  next  paramount. 

LIT.  §  217.    But  if  a  man,  by  deed  indented,  at  this  day  maketh  such 

the  Statute  of  Gloucester,  which  gave  the  cessavit  only  where  the  rent  amounted  to 
one  fourth  of  the  value  of  the  land,  and  partly  from  its  being  most  usual  on  grants  in 
fee  farm  not  to  reserve  less  than  a  third  or  fourth  of  such  value.  It  is  stated  in  Britton, 
book  iii.  ch.  ii.,  that  if  the  feoffees  ceased  to  pay  the  rent  for  two  years  together,  an 
action  thereby  accrued  to  the  feoffors  or  their  heirs  to  demand  the  tenements  in 
demesne. 

"  It  would  appear  to  be  the  better  opinion  that  fee  farm  rents,  properly  so  called,  are 
rents  service,  and  cannot  therefore  be  created  since  the  passing  of  the  Statute  Quia 
Emptores.  Harg.,  note  to  Co.  Lit.  143  b.  The  term,  however,  has  been  freely  used, 
and  in  very  modern  Acts  of  Parliament;  e.  g.,  Conveyancing  Act,  1881,  §  14  (3); 
Settled  Land  Act,  1882,  §§  10,  20,  with  reference  to  the  rent  charges  which  are 
continually  being  created  as  the  consideration  for  conveyances  of  freehold  Innd." 
—  Harrison,  Chief  Rents,  2-5. 

As  to  which  of  the  United  States  have  preserved  the  law  of  distress,  see  2  Tayl. 
Landl.  &  Ten.  (8th  ed.)  §§  558,  559. 

1  "A  reservation  of  a  part  of  the  thing  demised  cannot  properly  operate  as  a  render, 
and  it  may  be  admitted  that  it  operates  as  an  exception."  —  Per  LORD  ELLEXBO ROUGH, 
C.  J.,  in  The  King  v.  Pomfret,  5  M.  &  S.  139,  143  (1816).  Cf.  The  King  v.  St.  Austell, 
5  B.  &  Aid.  693.  See  also  Doe  d.  Edney  v.  Bcnham,  7  Q.  B.  976. 
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a  gift,  in  fee  tail,  the  remainder  over  in  fee ;  or  a  lease  for  life,  the 
remainder  over  in  fee ;  or  a  feoffment  in  fee ;  and  by  the  same  inden- 
ture he  reserveth  to  him  and  to  his  heirs  a  certain  rent,  and  that  if  the 
rent  be  behind,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  him  and  his  heirs  to  distrain,  &c., 
such  a  rent  is  a  rent  charge ;  because  such  lands  or  tenements  are 
charged  with  such  distress  by  force  of  the  writing  only,  and  not  of 
common  right.  And  if  such  a  man,  upon  a  deed  indented,  reserve  to 
him  and  to  his  heirs  a  certain  rent,  without  any  such  clause  put  in  the 
deed,  that  he  may  distrain,  then  such  rent  is  rent  seek ;  for  that  he 
cannot  come  to  have  the  rent,  if  it  be  denied,  by  way  of  distress ;  and 
if  in  this  case  he  were  never  seised  of  the  rent,  he  is  without  remedy, 
as  shall  be  said  hereafter. 

Co.  LIT.  144  a.  Note  that  upon  a  reservation  of  a  rent  upon  a 
feoffment  in  fee  by  deed  indented,  the  feoffor  shall  not  have  a  writ  of 
annuity,  because  the  words  of  reservation,  as  reddendo,  solvendo,faci- 
endo,  tenendo,  reservando,  &c.,  are  the  words  of  the  feoffor,  and  not 
of  the  feoffee,  albeit  the  feoffee  by  acceptance  of  the  estate  is  bound 
thereby. 

LIT.  §  218.  Also,  if  a  man  seised  of  certain  land  grant,  by  a  deed 
poll,  or  by  indenture,  a  yearly  rent  to  be  issuing  out  of  the  same  land, 
to  another  in  fee,  or  in  fee  tail,  or  for  term  of  life,  &c.,  with  a  clause 
of  distress,  &c.,  then  this  is  a  rent  charge ;  and  if  the  grant  be  without 
clause  of  distress,  then  it  is  a  rent  seek.  And  note  that  rent  seek 
idem  est  quod  redditus  siccus  /  for  that  no  distress  is  incident 
onto  it. 

LIT.  §  219.  Also,  if  a  man  grant  by  his  deed  a  rent  charge  to 
another,  and  the  rent  is  behind,  the  grantee  may  choose  whether  he  will 
sue  a  writ  of  annuity  for  this  against  the  grantor,  or  distrain  for  the 
rent  behind,  and  the  distress  detain  until  he  be  paid.  But  he  cannot 
do,  or  have,  both  together,  &c.  For  if  he  recovers  by  a  writ  of  annuity, 
then  the  land  is  discharged  of  the  distress,  &c.  And  if  he  doth  not  sue 
a  writ  of  annuit}1,  but  distrain  for  the  arrearages,  and  the  tenant  sueth 
his  replevin,  and  then  the  grantee  avow  the  taking  of  the  distress  in 
the  land  in  a  court  of  record,  then  is  the  land  charged,  and  the  person 
of  the  grantor  discharged  of  the  action  of  annuity. 

LIT.  §  220.  Also,  if  a  man  would  that  another  should  have  a  rent 
charge  issuing  out  of  his  land,  but  would  not  that  his  person  be  charged 
in  any  manner  by  a  writ  of  annuity,  then  he  may  have  such  a  clause  in 
the  end  of  his  deed.  Provided  ahcays  that  this  present  writing,  nor 
anything  therein  specified,  shall  any  way  extend  to  charge  my  person 
by  a  writ  or  an  action  of  annuity,  but  only  to  charge  my  lands 
and  tenements  with  the  yearly  rent  aforesaid,  &c.  Then  the  land  is 
charged,  and  the  person  of  the  grantor  discharged. 

LIT.  §  225.  Also,  if  there  be  lord  and  tenant,  and  the  tenant  holds 
of  his  lord  by  fealty  and  certain  rent,  and  the  lord  grant  the  rent  by 
his  deed  to  another,  &c.,  reserving  the  fealty  to  himself,  and  the  ten- 
ant attorns  to  the  grantee  of  the  rent,  now  this  rent  is  rent  seek  to  the 
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grantee ;  because  the  tenements  are  not  holden  of  the  grantor  of  the 
rent,  but  are  holden  of  the  lord  who  reserved  to  him  the  fealty. 

LIT.  §  226.  In  the  same  manner,  where  a  man  holds  his  land  by 
homage,  fealty  and  certain  rent,  if  the  lord  grant  the  rent,  saving  to 
him  the  homage,  such  rent  after  such  grant  is  rent  seek.  But  there 
where  lands  are  holden  by  homage,  fealty  and  certain  rent,  if  the  lord 
will  grant  by  his  deed  the  homage,  of  his  tenant  to  another,  saving  to 
him  the  remnant  of  his  services,  and  the  tenant  attorn  to  him  accord- 
ing to  the  form  of  the  grant ;  in  this  case  the  tenant  shall  hold  his  land 
of  the  grantee,  and  the  lord  who  granted  the  homage  shall  have  but  the 
rent  as  a  rent  seek,  and  shall  never  distrain  for  the  rent,  because  that 
homage  nor  fealty  nor  escuage  cannot  be  said  seek,  for  no  such  service 
may  be  said  seek.  For  he,  which  hath  or  ought  to  have  homage,  fealty 
or  escuage  of  his  land,  may  by  common  right  distrain  for  it,  if  it  be  be- 
hind ;  for  homage,  fealty  and  escuage  are  services,  by  which  lands  or 
tenements  are  holden,  &c.,  and  are  such  services  as  in  no  manner  can 
be  taken  but  as  services,  &c. 

LIT.  §  227.  But  otherwise  it  is  of  a  rent,  which  was  once  rent  ser- 
vice ;  because  when  it  is  severed  by  the  grant  of  the  lord  from  the  other 
services,  it  cannot  be  said  rent  service,  for  that  it  hath  not  fealty  unto 
it,  which  is  incident  to  every  manner  of  rent  service ;  and  therefore  it 
is  called  rent  seek.  And  the  lord  cannot  grant  such  a  rent  with  a  dis- 
tress, as  It  is  said. 

LIT.  §  228.  Also,  if  a  man  let  to  another  lands  for  term  of  life,  re- 
serving to  him  certain  rent,  if  he  grant  the  rent  to  another  by  his  deed, 
saving  to  him  the  reversion  of  the  land  so  letten,  &c.,  such  rent  is  but 
a  rent  seek ;  because  that  the  grantee  had  nothing  in  the  reversion  of 
the  land,  &c.  But  if  he  grant  the  reversion  of  the  land  to  another  for 
term  of  life,  and  the  tenant  attorn,  &c.,  then  hath  the  grantee  the  rent 
as  a  rent  service  ;  for  that  he  hath  the  reversion  for  term  of  life. 

LIT.  §  233.  Also,  if  a  man  which  hath  a  rent  seek,  be  once  seised  of 
any  parcel  of  the  rent,  and  after  the  tenant  will  not  pay  the  rent  behind, 
this  is  his  remedy.  He  ought  to  go  by  himself  or  by  others  to  the 
lands  or  tenements  out  of  which  the  rent  is  issuing,  and  there  demand 
the  arrearages  of  the  rent ;  and  if  the  tenant  deny  to  pa}*  it,  this  denial 
is  a  disseisin  of  the  rent.  Also,  if  the  tenant  be  not  then  read}'  to  pay 
it,  this  is  a  denial,  which  is  a  disseisin  of  the  rent.  Also,  if  the  tenant, 
nor  an}'  other  man,  be  remaining  upon  the  lands  or  tenements  to  pay 
the  rent  when  he  demandeth  the  arrearages,  this  is  a  denial  in  law,  and 
a  disseisin  in  deed,  and  of  such  disseisins  he  may  have  an  assize  of 
novel  disseisin  against  the  tenant,  and  shall  recover  the  seisin  of  the 
rent,  and  his  arrearages  and  his  damages,  and  the  costs  of  his  writ  and 
of  his  plea,  &c.  And  if  after  such  recovery  [and  execution  had]  the  rent 
be  again  denied  unto  him,  then  he  shall  have  a  redisseisin,  and  shall 
recover  his  double  damages,  &c. 

LIT,  §  235.  Also,  if  there  be  lord  and  tenant,  and  the  lord  granteth 
the  rent  of  his  tenant  by  deed  to  another,  saving  to  him  the  other  ser- 
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vices,  and  the  tenant  attorneth,  that  is  a  rent  seek,  as  it  is  aforesaid. 
But  if  the  rent  be  denied  him  at  the  next  day  of  payment,  he  hath  no 
remedy  ;  because  that  he  had  not  thereof  any  possession.  But  if  the 
tenant  when  he  attorneth  to  the  grantee,  or  afterwards,  will  give  a 
penny  or  a  half-penny  to  the  grantee  in  name  of  seisin  of  rent,  then  if 
after  at  the  next  day  of  payment  the  rent  be  denied  him,  he  shall  have 
an  assise  of  novel  disseisin.  And  so  it  is  if  a  man  grant  by  his  deed  a 
yearly  rent  issuing  out  of  his  laud  to  another,  &c.  if  the  grantor  then  or 
after  pa}*  to  the  grantee  a  penny,  or  an  half-penn}',  in  the  name  of  seisin 
of  the  rent,  then,  if  after  the  next  day  of  pa3-ment  the  rent  be  denied, 
the  grantee  may  have  an  assise,  or  else  not,  &c. 

LIT.  §  236.  Also,  of  rent  seek  a  man  may  have  an  assize  of  mortcT- 
auncester,  or  a  writ  of  ayel  or  cosinage,  and  all  other  manner  of  actions 
real,  as  the  case  lieth,  as  he  may  have  of  any  other  rent. 

LIT.  §  237.  Also,  there  be  three  causes  of  disseisin  of  rent  service, 
that  is  to  say,  rescous,  replevin,  and  enclosure.  Rescous  is,  when  the 
lord  distraineth  in  the  land  holden  of  him  for  his  rent  behind,  if  the  dis- 
tress be  rescued  from  him,  or  if  the  lord  come  upon  the  land,  and  will 
distrain,  and  the  tenant  or  another  man  will  not  suffer  him,  &c.  Re- 
plevin .is,  when  the  lord  hath  distrained,  and  replevin  is  made  of  the 
distress  by  writ  or  by  plaint.  Enclosure  is,  if  the  lands  and  tenements 
be  so  enclosed,  that  the  lord  na&y  not  come  within  the  lands  and  tene- 
ments for  to  distrain.  And  the  cause,  why  such  things  so  done  be  dis- 
seisins made  to  the  lord,  is  for  this,  that  by  such  things  the  lord  is 
disturbed  of  the  mean  by  which  he  ought  to  have  come  to  his  rent,  sciL, 
of  the  distress. 

LIT.  §  238.  And  there  be  four  causes  of  disseisin  of  a  rent  charge : 
sciV.,  rescous,  replevin,  enclosure,  and  denial ;  for  denial  is  a  disseisin 
of  a  rent  charge,  as  is  said  before  of  a  rent  seek.  . 

LIT.  §  239.  And  there  be  two  causes  of  disseisin  of  a  rent  seek ; 
that  is  to  say,  denial  and  enclosure. 

LIT.  §  240.  And  it  seemeth,  that  there  is  another  cause  of  disseisin 
of  all  the  three  services  aforesaid ;  that  is,  if  the  lord  is  going  to  the 
land  holden  of  him  for  to  distrain  for  the  rent  behind,  and  the  tenant 
hearing  this  encountereth  with  him,  and  forestalleth  him  the  wa}T  with 
force  and  arms,  or  menaceth  him  in  such  form  that  he  dare  not  come  to 
the  land  to  distrain  for  his  rent  behind  for  doubt  of  death,  or  bodih* 
hurt,  this  is  a  disseisin,  for  that  the  lord  is  disturbed  of  the  mean 
whereby  he  ought  to  come  to  his  rent.  And  so  it  is,  if,  by  such  fore- 
stalling or  menacing,  he  that  hath  rent  charge  or  rent  seek  is  forestalled, 
or  dare  not  come  to  the  land  to  ask  the  rent  behind,  &c. 

LIT.  §  346.  And  here  note  two  things :  one  is,  that  no  rent  (which 
is  properly  said  a  rent)  ma}'  be  reserved  upon  any  feoffment,  gift,  or 
lease,  but  only  to  the  feoffor,  or  to  the  donor,  or  to  the  lessor,  or  to 
their  heirs,  and  in  no  manner  it  ma)*  be  reserved  to  any  strange  person. 
But  if  two  joint  tenants  make  a  lease  by  deed  indented,  reserving  to  one 
of  them  a  certain  yearly  rent,  this  is  good  enough  to  him  to  whom  the 
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rent  is  reserved,  for  that  he  is  privy  to  the  lease,  and  not  a  stranger  to 
the  lease,  &c. 

LIT.  §  565.  Also,  if  the  lord  of  a  rent  service  grant  the  services  to 
another,  and  the  tenant  attorn  by  a  penny,  and  after  the  grantee  dis- 
train for  the  rent  behind,  and  the  tenant  make  rescous ;  in  this  case 
the  grantee  shall  not  have  an  assize  for  the  rent,  but  a  writ  of  rescous, 
because  the  giving  of  the  penny  by  the  tenant  was  not  but  by  way  of 
attornment,  &c.  But  if  the  tenant  had  given  to  the  grantee  the  said 
penny  as  parcel  of  the  rent,  or  a  half-penny  or  a  farthing  by  way  of 
seisin  of  the  rent,  then  this  is  a  good  attornment,  and  also  it  is  a  good 
seisin  to  the  grantee  of  the  rent ;  and  then  upon  such  rescous  the  grantee 
shall  have  an  assize,  &c. 


CASE  OF  LORINGE'S  EXECUTORS. 
1352. 

[Reported  Year  Book  26  Edw.  III.  10,  pi.  5.] 

THE  executors  of  W.  L.  brought  a  writ  of  debt  against  one  T.,  and 
demanded  one  hundred  marks  of  silver.  And  they  declared  that  one 
S.,  late  Earl  of  Kent,  was  seised  of  the  moiety  of  the  manor  of  L.,  and 
granted  an  annual  rent  of  one  hundred  marks,  to  be  taken  from  the 
said  manor,  to  W.,  a  testator,  for  the  term  of  his  life;  and  that  the 
said  "W.  was  seised  of  the  said  rent  by  the  hand  of  the  Earl ;  and  after- 
wards the  said  moiet}T  of  the  manor  came  into  the  possession  of  the 
said  T.,  in  whose  time,  and  in  the  life  of  their  testator,  the  said  annuity 
was  detained,  and  was  in  arrear  &c.  to  the  amount  of  the  sum  which 
is  in  demand,  wherefore  the}-  often,  as  executors,  have  come  to  the  said 
T.,  tenant  of  the  moiety  of  the  manor  charged,  and  pra3"ed  him  that  he 
would  pay  them.  And  they  showed  the  will  and  the  deed  of  grant  of 
the  annuity. 

Birt.  In  the  will  their  testator  is  named  W.  Loringe,  Knight,  and 
in  the  writ  they  name  themselves  executors  of  W.  L.,  without  Knight, 
so  there  is  a  variance  from  the  will.  *  Judgment  of  the  writ. 

And  because  the  writ  agreed  with  the  deed  of  annuity  in  this  point, 
and  they  did  not  deny  that  it  was  all  the  same  person,  the  writ  was 
adjudged  good  by  WILEY  [J.  ?]. 

Birt.  To  this  writ  brought  against  T.  as  against  the  tenant  of  the 
land  charged,  we  say  that  we  have  nothing,  and  never  had,  save  in  the 
right  of  our  wife,  A.  by  name  ;  who  is  not  named  in  the  writ.  Judg- 
ment of  the  writ. 

Thorpe.  Sir,  we  do  not  acknowledge  whal^  you  say,  but  you  see 
well  how  this  is  our  writ  of  debt,  and  how  after  the  death  of  our  testa- 
tor that  which  was  an  annual  rent  in  his  life  is  turned  into  the  nature  of 
debt,  which  debt  he  detains,  and  inasmuch  as  he  does  not  deny  that 
he  is  tenant  of  the  laud  charged,  in  which  case  we  understand  that 
VOL.  ii.  —  42 
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although  A.  was  dead,  we  should  recover  against  her  executors  ;  where- 
fore our  writ  is  good  against  him ;  for  if  I  let  lands  for  a  term  of  years 
to  a  man  and  his  wife,  rendering  me  a  certain  rent,  yet  after  the  term  I 
shall  have  a  writ  of  debt  against  the  husband  alone.  Wherefore  &c. 

And  afterwards  it  was  said  by  the  court  that  the  writ  was  good. 

Birt.  Where  he  has  declared  that  the  annuity  was  in  arrear  for 
fourteen  years  in  our  time,  we  say  that  we  have  never  had  anything  in 
this  land,  save  by  reason  of  coverture,  as  in  the  right  of  A.  our  wife, 
who  as  long  as  she  was  sole,  held  for  four  years  of  the  said  fourteen 
years,  so  that  we  have  never  held  the  said  land  but  for  ten  years,  and 
that  in  the  right  of  our  wife  not  named  in  the  writ.  Judgment  of  the  writ. 

Thorpe.  As  to  the  four  years,  your  plea  is  to  the  action,  that  you 
ought  not  to  be  charged  with  this  debt.  Wherefore  consider  what  you 
shall  answer  to  the  remainder. 

Momb.  Your  writ  is  brought  against  us  alone,  and  you  have  de- 
manded an  entire  rent,  and  part  of  the  years  with  which  you  have 
charged  us,  our  wife  was  sole  seised  of  the  tenements,  wherefore  you 
ought  not  to  charge  us  ;  so  for  that  time  our  wife  should  be  named  in 
the  writ,  and  this  writ  of  debt  cannot  abate  in  part,  if  it  does  not  abate 
in  whole.  Wherefore  &c.  And  afterwards  the  parties  took  a  day 
over  by  prayer  of  parties,  and  the  writ  was  affirmed  by  prayer  of 
parties  &c. 

ST.  32  HEN.  VIII.  c.  37.  —  Forasmuch  as  by  the  order  of  the  com- 
mon law,  the  executors  or  administrators  of  tenants  in  fee-simple,  ten- 
ants in  fee-tail,  and  tenants  for  term  of  lives,  of  rents  services,  rent 
charges,  rents  seeks,  and  fee-farms,  have  no  remedy  to  recover  such 
arrearages  of  the  said  rents  or  fee-farms  as  were  due  unto  their  testa- 
tors in  their  lives,  (2)  nor  yet  the  heirs  of  such  testator,  nor  an}'  person 
having  the  reversion  of  his  estate  after  his  decease,  ma}*  distrain,  or 
have  any  lawful  action  to  levy  any  such  arrearages  of  rents  or  fee- 
farms,  due  unto  him  in  his  life  as  is  aforesaid  ;  (3)  by  reason  whereof, 
the  tenants  of  the  demean  of  such  lands,  tenements  or  hereditaments, 
out  of  the  which  such  rents  were  due  and  payable,  who  of  right  ought  to 
pay  their  rents  and  farms  at  such  days  and  terms  as  the}'  were  due,  do 
many  times  keep,  hold  and  retain  such  arrearages  in  their  own  hands, 
so  that  the  executors  and  administrators  of  the  persons  to  whom  such 
rents  or  fee-farms  were  due,  cannot  have  or  come  by  the  said  arrearages 
of  the  same,  towards  the  payment  of  the  debts  and  performance  of  the 
•will  of  the  said  testators :  (4)  For  remedy  whcreot,  be  it  enacted  by  the 
authority  of  this  present  Parliament,  That  the  executors  and  adminis- 
trators of  every  such  person  or  persons,  unto  whom  any  such  rent  or 
fee-farm  is  or  shall  be  due,  and  not  paid  at  the  time  of  his  death,  shall 
and  may  have  an  action  of  debt  for  all  such  arrearages,  against  the 
tenant  or  tenants  that  ought  to  have  paid  the  said  rent  or  fee-farms 
so  being  behind  in  the  life  of  their  testator,  or  against  the  executors 
and  administrators  of  the  said  tenants ;  (5)  and  also  furthermore,  it 
shall  be  lawful  to  every  such  executor  and  administrator  of  any  such 
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person  or  persons  unto  whom  such  rent  or  fee-farm  is  or  shall  be  due, 
and  not  paid  at  the  time  of  his  death  as  is  aforesaid,  to  distrain  for  the 
arrearages  of  all  such  rents  and  fee-farms,  upon  the  lands,  tenements 
and  other  hereditaments,  which  were  charged  with  the  payment  of  such 
rents  or  fee-farms,  and  chargeable  to  the  distress  of  the  said  testator, 
(6)  so  long  as  the  said  lands,  tenements  or  hereditaments  continue, 
remain  and  be  in  the  seisin  or  possession  of  the  said  tenant  in  demesn, 
who  ought  immediately  to  have  paid  the  said  rent  or  fee-farm  so  being 
behind,  to  the  said  testator  in  his  life,  (7)  or  in  the  seisin  or  posses- 
sion of  an}1  other  person  or  persons  claiming  the  said  lands,  tenements 
and  hereditaments,  only  by  and  from  the  same  tenant  by  purchase, 
gift  or  descent,  (8)  in  like  manner  and  form  as  their  said  testator 
might  or  ought  to  have  done  in  his  life-time,  and  the  said  executors 
and  administrators  shall,  for  the  same  distress,  lawfully  make  avowry 
upon  their  matter  aforesaid. 

III.  And  further  be  it  enacted  by  the  authority  aforesaid,  That  if 
an}'  man  which  now  hath,  or  hereafter  shall  have  in  the  right  of  his 
wife,  any  estate  in  fee-simple,  fee-tail,  or  for  term  of  life,  of  or  in  any 
rents  or  fee-farms,  and  the  same  rents  or  fee-farms  now  be,  or  hereaf- 
ter shall  be  due,  behind  and  unpaid  in  the  said  wife's  life ;  then  the 
said  husband,  after  the  death  of  his  said  wife,  his  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators, shall  have  an  action  of  debt  for  the  said  arrearages  against 
the  tenant  of  the  demesn  that  ought  to  have  paid  the  same,  his  execu- 
tors or  administrators  ;   (2)  and  also  the  said  husband,  after  the  death 
of  his  said  wife,  may  distrain  for  the  said  arrearages,  in  like  manner 
and  form,  as  he  might  have  done  if  his  said  wife  had  been  then  living, 
and  make  avowry  upon  his  matter  as  is  aforesaid. 

IV.  And  likewise  it  is  further  enacted  by  the  authority  aforesaid, 
That  if  any  person  or  persons  which  now  have,  or  hereafter  shall  have, 
any  rents  or  fee-farms  for  term  of  life  or  lives,  of  an}'  other  person  or 
persons,  and  the  said  rent  or  fee-farm  now  be,  or  hereafter  shall  be  due, 
behind  and  unpaid  in  the  life  of  such  person  or  persons  for  whose  life 
or  lives  the  estate  of  the  said  rent  or  fee-farm  did  depend  or  continue, 
and  after  the  said  person  or  persons  do  die,  then  he  unto  whom  the 
said  rent  or  fee-farm  was  due  in  form  aforesaid,  his  executors  or  ad- 
ministrators shall  and  may  have  an  action  of  debt  against  the  tenant 
in  demesn,  that  ought  to  have  paid  the  same  when  it  was  first  due,  his 
executors   and   administrators,    (2)    and   also   distrain   for  the   same 
arrearages  upon  such  lands  and  tenements  out  of  the  which  the  said 
rents  or  fee-farms  were  issuing  and  payable,  (3)  in  such  like  manner 
and  form  as  he  ought  or  might  have  done,  if  such  person  or  persons 
by  whose  death  the  aforesaid  estate  in  the  said  rents  and  fee-farms  was 
determined  and  expired,  had  been  in  full  life  and  not  dead ;  and  the 
avowry  for  the  taking  of  the  same  distress  to  be  made  in  manner  and 
form  aforesaid. 

Co.  LIT.  162  a.     Now  hath  Littleton  spoken  of  remedies  for  the  re- 
covery of  the  arrearages  of  rents.    But  since  Littleton's  time  a  right 
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profitable  Statute  in  the  32  year  of  H.  8,  hath  been  made  for  the  re- 
covery of  arrearages  of  rents  in  certain  cases  where  there  la}'  no  remedy 
at  the  common  law,  and  giveth  further  remedy  in  some  cases  where  at 
the  common  law  there  was  some  remedy ;  which  Statute  hath  been  well 
and  beneficially  expounded ;  and  hereupon  eight  things  are  to  be 
observed. 

1.  When  Littleton  wrote,  the  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  of 
a  man  seised  of  a  rent  service,  rent  charge,  rent  seek,  or  fee  farm, 
in  fee-simple  or  fee-tail,  had  no  remedy  for  the  arrearages  incurred  in  the 
life  of  the  owner  of  such  rents.     But  now  a  double  remedy  is  given  to 
the  executors  or  administrators  for  payment  of  debts,  &c.,  viz.  either 
to  distrain  or  to  have  an  action  of  debt. 

2.  That  the  preamble  of  the  Statute  concerning  executors  or  adminis- 
trators of  tenant  for  life  is  to  be  intended  of  tenant  per  auter  vie,  so 
long  as  cestui  que  vie  liveth,  who  are  also  holpen  by  the  said  double 
remedy.     But  after  the  estate  for  life  determined,  his  executors  or  ad- 
ministrators might  have  had  an  action  of  debt  by  the  common  law ;  but 
they  could  not  have  distrained,  which  now  the}r  may  do  by  force  of  this 
Statute  ;  for  in  that  point  it  addeth  another  remedy  than  the  common 
law  gave. 

3.  If  a  man  make  a  lease  for  life  or  lives,  or  a  gift  in  tail,  reserving 
a  rent,  this  is  a  rent  sen-ice  within  this  Statute. 

Co.  LIT.  47  a.  First  it  appeareth  here  by  Littleton  that  a  rent  must 
be  reserved  out  of  the  lands  or  tenements,  whereunto  the  lessor  may 
have  resort  or  recourse  to  distrain,  as  Littleton  here  also  saith,  and 
therefore  a  rent  cannot  be  reserved  by  a  common  person  out  of  any 
incorporeal  inheritance,  as  advowsons,  commons,  offices,  corody,  mulc- 
ture  of  a  mill,  tithes,  fairs,  markets,  liberties,  privileges,  franchises, 
and  the  like.  But  if  the  lease  be  made  of  them  by  deed  for  }-ears,  it 
may  be  good  by  way  of  contract  to  have  an  action  for  debt,  but  distrain 
the  lessor  cannot.  Neither  shall  it  pass  with  the  grant  of  the  reversion, 
for  that  it  is  no  rent  incident  to  the  reversion.  But  if  any  rent  be  re- 
served in  such  case  upon  a  lease  for  life,  it  is  utterly  void,  for  that  in 
that  case  no  action  of  debt  doth  lie.  But  if  a  man  demiseth  the  ves- 
ture or  herbage  of  his  land,  he  may  reserve  a  rent,  for  that  the  thing  is 
mainorable,  and  the  lessor  may  distrain  the  cattle  upon  the  land :  and 
so  a  reversion,  or  a  remainder  of  lands  or  tenements  may  be  granted 
reserving  a  rent,  for  the  apparent  possibility  that  it  may  come  in  pos- 
session, and  the}1  are  tenements  within  the  words  of  Littleton. 

Co.  LIT.  147  b.  If  a  man  seised  of  lands  in  fee,  and  possessed  of  a 
term  for  many  years,  grant  a  rent  out  of  both  for  life  in  tail  or  in  fee, 
with  clause  of  distress  out  of  both,  this  rent  being  a  freehold  doth  issue 
only  out  of  the  freehold,  and  the  lands  in  lease  are  only  charged  with  a 
distress.  But  if  he  had  granted  the  rent  only  out  of  the  lands  in  lease 
for  term  of  the  life  of  the  grantee,  this  had  issued  out  of  the  term, 
and  the  lanti  had  been  charged  during  the  term,  if  the  grantee  lived 
so  long.1 

1  See  Butt's  Case,  7  Co.  23  a. 
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KNOLLES'  CASE. 
COMMON  PLEAS.     1534. 

[Reported  Dyer,  56.] 

Montague  moved  this  case :  One  Thomas  Knolles  was  seised  of 
lands  devisable,  and  made  a  lease  for  j-ears  rendering  rent,  and  devised 
this  rent  to  a  stranger,  and  died,  and  the  stranger  is  seised  of  the  rent, 
and  dies :  Whether  his  heir  or  his  executors  should  have  this  rent,  or 
not?  And  BALDWIN,  Chief  Justice,  and  SHELLEY,  said,  that  no  devise 
lies  of  a  rent,  for  that  it  is  a  new  thing,  to  which  the  custom  runs  not. 
2.  And  so  said  SHELLEY,  that  he  was  alwa}'S  of  opinion,  notwithstanding 
Fitzj.  was  contrary,  that  a  rent-charge  out  of  gavelkind  is  not  departi- 
ble,  but  if  it  be  reserved  on  a  lease  so  as  it  is  incidental  to  the  rever- 
sion, perad venture  it  is  departible ;  and  that  point  he  would  willingly 
learn.  But  as  to  the  last  point,  whether  the  executors  or  the  heir 
should  have  it,  it  is  clear  that  the  executors  shall  have  it,  for  their  tes- 
tator never  had  but  a  chattel  in  it. 


WALKER'S  CASE. 

QUEEN'S  BENCH.     1587. 

[Reported  3  Co.  22  a.] 

THE  case  was  in  effect :  Walker  leased  certain  lands  to  Han-is  for 
years,  the  lessee  assigned  all  his  interest  to  another,  Walker  brought 
an  action  of  debt  against  Harris  for  rent  behind,  after  the  assignment, 
and  whether  the  action  were  maintainable  or  not,  was  the  question. 
And  it  was  objected  against  the  action,  that  the  land  was  debtor,  and 
not  the  person  but  in  respect  of  the  land ;  and  a  difference  was  taken 
between  a  personal  and  a  real  contract,  for  if  a  man  lets  a  stock  of  cat- 
tle or  other  goods  for  years,  rendering  rent  at  several  days,  he  shall  not 
have  an  action  of  debt  till  all  the  da}*s  be  incurred.  So  if  a  man  makes 
an  obligation  or  other  contract  to  pay  several  sums  at  several  da3-s,  he 
shall  not  have  an  action  of  debt  till  all  the  days  are  past.  But  in  the 
case  of  a  lease  for  years,  which  is  a  real  contract,  the  lessor  shall  have 
an  action  of  debt  after  everj-  day,  as  appears  by  45  E.  3,  8  ;  2  E.  4,  11, 
which  proves  that  the  lessee  is  not  charged  in  respect  of  &ny  personal 
contract,  but  in  respect  of  the  realty.  And  therefore,  when  the  lessee 
assigns  over  all  his  interest,  all  the  realty,  which  always  follows  the 
land,  is  gone.  Also,  if  a  man  sells  goods  for  money  to  be  paid  at  seve- 
ral days,  in  such  case,  although  the  goods  be  taken  by  one  who  hath 
right  before  the  day,  yet  the  seller  shall  have  an  action  of  debt  in 
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respect  of  the  contract :  but  if  a  man  makes  a  lease  for  years  rendering 
rent,  if  before  the  da}*  incurred  the  lands  be  evicted  by  title  paramount, 
the  lessor  shall  not  have  an  action  of  debt  in  respect  of  the  contract, 
because  it  is  a  real  contract,  and  follows  the  estate  of  the  land,  and  the 
rent  issues  out  of  the  land,  and  the  person  is  not  the  debtor  but  in  re- 
spect of  the  land  ;  for  if  the  lessee  grants  over  all  his  interest,  the  lessor 
may  have  an  action  of  debt  against  the  assignee,  with  whom  there  was 
no  contract  by  deed.  But  forasmuch  as  the  rent  issues  out  of  land,  the 
assignee  who  hath  the  land,  and  is  privy  in  estate,  is  debtor  in  respect 
to  the  land :  so  if  a  man  leases  three  acres,  rendering  rent,  and  the 
lessor  ousts  the  lessee  of  one  acre,  he  shall  have  an  action  of  debt  for 
no  part ;  but  if  the  lessor  recovers  part  in  an  action  of  waste,  or  enters 
into  part  for  a  forfeiture,  or  by  surrender,  or  by  special  condition  for 
entry  into  part ;  or  if  part  of  the  land  be  evicted  by  title  paramount ;  in 
all  these  cases  the  rent  reserved  on  the  lease  for  years,  which  is  a  rent 
service,  shall  be  apportioned.  Ergo,  the  contract  follows  the  land,  for 
otherwise  the  lessor  might  in  all  those  cases  have  an  action  of  debt  for 
the  whole  rent  in  respect  of  the  contract,  as  he  shall  have  on  a  sale  of 
goods;  for  which  matter  see  20  H.  6,  23  a ;  9  E.  4,  1  a;  21  E.  4,  29 
a,  b,  which  book  is  to  be  intended  of  a  lawful  entry,  as  for  a  forfeiture, 
or  b}'  surrender,  and  not  of  a  tortious  entry,  4  H.  7,  6  ;  7  E.  6,  tit. 
Apportionment,  Br.  26  ;  25  H.  8,  36 ;  13  H.  8  ;  30  H.  8,  Apportion- 
ment, Br.  7;  3  H.  7,  17.  And  so  all  the  books  are  well  reconciled. 
So  it  appears,  that  although  in  ever}-  lease  for  years  there  is  a  contract 
between  the  lessor  and  lessee,  yet  that  contract  is  annexed  to  an  estate, 
and  follows  the  land.  So  on  the  other  side,  if  the  lessor  grants  over 
his  reversion  now  the  contract  runneth  with  the  estate,  and  therefore 
the  grantor  shall  not  have  any  action  of  debt  for  rent  due  after  his  as- 
signment, but  the  grantee  shall  have  it,  for  the  privity  of  the  contract 
follows  the  estate  of  the  land,  and  is  not  annexed  to  the  person  but  in 
respect  of  the  estate :  as  where  there  be  divers  parceners  of  an  advow- 
son,  the  eldest  hath  prerogative  to  make  the  first  presentment ;  but  it  is 
not  in  respect  of  her  person  only,  but  as  it  is  annexed  to  her  estate. 
For  as  5  H.  5,  10  b,  it  is  agreed,  her  husband,  who  is  tenant  by  the 
curtesy,  shall  have  it:  so  if  one  coparcener  hath  a  rent  granted  her 
for  owelty  of  partition,  she  may  distrain  for  it  of  common  right,  with- 
out any  words  of  distress ;  and  so  shall  her  grantee,  for  it  was  not  an- 
nexed to  her  person  only,  but  to  the  estate  also,  as  it  is  held  in  21  H. 
6,  11.  So  the  grantee  of  a  reversion  and  the  lord  by  escheat  shall  have 
an  action  of  debt  for  the  rent,  as  it  is  held  in  5  H.  7,  18  b,  for  the  con- 
tract is  incident  to  the  estate :  and  it  was  said,  that  it  was  held  by  Sir 
Ro.  Catlin,  late  Chief  Justice,  that  the  lessee  shall  not  be  charged  for 
rent  due  after  the  assignment.  But  on  great  deliberation  and  confer- 
ence with  others,  it  was  adjudged  by  WRAY,  L.  C.  J.,  SIR  THOMAS 
GAWDT,  and  the  whole  Court  of  King's  Bench,  that  the  action  would 
lie  (after  such  assignment).  • 

And  first  for  the  apprehending  of  the  true  reason  of  this  case,  and  of 
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all  the  other  cases,  which  have  been  urged  on  the  other  side  (for  the 
law  always,  and  in  all  cases,  is  consonant  to  itself),  it  is  to  be  known, 
that  as  to  the  matter  now  in  question  there  are  three  manner  of  privities, 
soil,  privity  in  respect  of  estate  only,  privity  in  respect  of  contract  onl}-, 
and  privity  in  respect  of  estate  and  contract  together :  privity  of  estate 
only ;  as  if  the  lessor  grants  over  his  reversion  (or  if  the  reversion  es- 
cheat) between  the  grantee  (or  the  lord  by  escheat)  and  the  lessee  is 
privity  in  estate  only,  so  between  the  lessor  and  the  assignee  of  the  lessee, 
for  no  contract  was  made  between  them.  Privity  of  contract  only,  is 
personal  privity,  and  extends  only  to  the  person  of  the  lessor  and  to 
the  person  of  the  lessee,  as  in  the  case  at  bar,  when  the  lessee  assigned 
over  his  interest,  notwithstanding  his  assignment  the  privity  of  contract 
remained  between  them,  although  the  privity  of  estate  be  removed  by 
the  act  of  the  lessee  himself;  and  the  reason  thereof  is,  — 

First,  because  the  lessee  himself  shall  not  pi'event  by  his  own  act 
such  remedy  which  the  lessor  hath  against  him  by  his  own  contract,  but 
when  the  lessor  grants  over  his  reversion,  there,  against  his  own  grant, 
he  cannot  have  remedy,  because  he  hath  granted  the  reversion  to  an- 
other, to  which  the  rent  is  incident. 

Secondly,  the  lessee  may  grant  the  term  to  a  poor  man,  who  shall 
not  be  able  to  manure  the  land,  and  who  will,  for  need  or  for  malice, 
suffer  the  land  to  lie  fresh,  and  then  the  lessor  will  be  without  remedy 
either  b}-  distress  or  03-  action  of  debt,  which  would  be  inconvenient, 
and  in  effect  concerns  eveiy  man  (for,  for  the  most  part,  every  man  is 
a  lessor  or  a  lessee)  ;  and  for  these  two  reasons,  all  the  cases  of  entry 
by  wrong  eviction,  suspension  and  apportionment  of  rent  are  answered : 
for  in  such  cases  either  it  is  the  act  of  the  lessor  himself,  or  the  act  of 
a  stranger ;  and  in  none  of  the  said  cases  the  sole  act  of  the  lessee  him- 
self shall  prevent  the  lessor  of  his  remed}',  and  introduce  such  incon- 
veniences, as  hath  been  said. 

The  third  privity  is  of  contract  and  estate  together,  as  between  the 
lessor  and  the  lessee  himself;  and  WRAY,  Chief  Justice,  and  SIR  THO. 
GAWDY  said,  that  as  he  who  is  a  bastard  born  hath  no  cousin,  "  so 
ever}T  case  imports  suspicion  of  its  legitimation,  unless  it  has  another 
case  which  shall  be  as  a  cousin-german,  to  support  and  prove  it."  And 
therefore  it  was  agreed  b}*  the  whole  court,  that  if  there  be  lord  and 
tenant,  and  the  tenant  makes  a  feoffment  in  fee,  in  this  case  betwixt 
them  for  the  arrearages  due  as  well  before  the  feoffment  as  after,  till 
notice,  &c.,  it  is  only  privity  as  to  avowry,  and  not  any  privity  in  es- 
tate or  in  tenure,  which  privity  shall  not  go  with  the  estate,  and  yet 
it  is  more  in  the  realty  than  the  case  at  bar;  a  fortiori  in  the  case  at 
bar,  when  the  lessee  assigns  his  interest,  yet  privity  of  contract  between 
the  lessor  and  lessee,  as  to  the  action  of  debt,  remains.  And  at  the 
common  law,  before  the  Statute  of  Quia  Emptores  terrarum,  if  the  ten- 
ant made  a  feoffment  in  fee  to  hold  of  the  chief  lord,  the  feoffee  could 
not  by  any  tender  that  he  could  make,  compel  the  lord  to  avow  on  him, 
but  the  lord  always  might  avow  on  the  feoffor,  as  appears  in  33  E.  3, 
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Avowry,  255.  For  by  his  own  act  he  cannot  change  the  avowry  of  his 
lord ;  which  is  a  stronger  case  than  the  case  at  bar :  and  in  the  same 
case,  if  the  lord  granted  over  his  seigniory,  or  if  the  feoffor  died,  there 
the  privity,  as  to  avowiy,  is  destroyed ;  for  it  is  personal,  and  holds 
only  between  the  lord  himself  and  the  feoffee  himself:  so,  if  after  the 
assignment  of  the  lease,  the  lessor  grants  over  his  reversion,  the  grantee 
shall  not  have  an  action  of  debt  against  the  lessee,  for  the  privity  of 
contract,  as  to  the  action  of  debt,  holds  only  betwixt  the  lessor  himself 
and  the  lessee  himself:  so  in  such  case,  if  the  lessee  dies,  the  lessor  shall 
not  have  an  action  of  debt  against  his  executors  ;  for  the  privity  consists 
only  between  the  lessor  and  the  lessee.  See  for  the  case  of  avowry, 
Litt  Chap.  Releases,  106,  107 ;  4  E.  3,  22 ;  2  E.  4,  6 ;  34  H.  6,  46 ; 
37  H.  6,  33 ;  7  E.  4,  28 ;  24  H.  8,  Dy.  4 ;  29  H.  8,  tit.  Avow.  Br.  111. 

So  if  tenant  in  dower,  or  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  grants  over  their  es- 
tate, 3-et  the  privity  of  action  remains  between  the  heir  and  them,  and 
he  shall  have  an  action  of  waste  against  them  for  waste  committed 
after  the  assignment :  but  if  the  heir  grants  over  the  reversion,  then  the 
privitj*  of  the  action  is  destroyed,  and  the  grantee  cannot  have  any  ac- 
tion of  waste,  but  only  against  the  assignee ;  for  between  them  is  privity 
in  estate,  and  between  the  grantee  and  the  tenant  in  dower,  or  tenant 
bv  the  curtesy,  is  no  privity  at  all.  See  F.  N.  B.  56,  f.  temp.  E.  1, 
Waste,  122  ;  18  E.  3,  3  ;  30  E.  3, 16  ;  36  or  38  E.  3,  23  ;  11  H.  4,  18. 
And  it  was  agreed,  that  if  the  lessor  enters  for  condition  broken,  or  if  the 
lessee  surrenders  to  the  lessor,  now  the  estate  and  term  is  determined, 
and  3"et  the  lessor  shall  have  an  action  of  debt  for  the  arrearages  due 
before  the  condition  broken,  or  the  surrender  made,  as  it  appears  by 
F.  N.  B.  120 ;  30  E.  3,  7  ;  6  H.  7,  3  b  ;  F.  N.  B.  122  (against  the  book 
of  32  E.  3  Bar.  262,  which  is  not  law),  and  that  in  respect  of  the  con- 
tract between  the  lessor  and  the  lessee.  Note,  reader,  so  great  was  the 
authorit}'  and  consequence  of  this  judgment,  that  after  this  time,  not 
onl}'  the  point  adjudged  hath  been  always  affirmed,  but  also  all  the  dif- 
ferences in  this  case  taken  by  WRAY,  C.  J.,  and  the  court  have  been 
adjudged,  as  you  may  learn  by  the  cases  following  Hil.  36  Eliz.  in  the 
K.'s  B.  Rot.  420,  between  UngU  and  Glover  it  was  adjudged,  that  if 
the  lessee  for  years  assigns  over  his  interest  and  the  lessor  by  deed  in- 
dented and  enrolled  according  to  the  Statute,  bargains  and  sells  the 
reversion  to  another,  that  the  bargainee  shall  not  have  an  action  of  debt 
against  the  lessee,  for  there  is  no  privity  betwixt  them.  But  it  was 
unanimousl}'  agreed  by  POPIIAM,  Chief  Justice,  CLENCH,  GAWDY,  and 
FKXXER,  Justices,  that  after  the  assignment  the  lessor  himself  might 
have  an  action  of  debt  against  the  lessee  for  rent  due  after  the  assign- 
ment. Trin.  37  Eliz.  in  the  King's  Bench,  Rot.  1042,  between  Overton 
and  SydhaM,  two  points  were  resolved  by  POPHAM,  C.  J.,  and  the  whole 
court. 

1.  That  if  the  executor  of  a  lessee  for  years  assigns  over  his  interest, 
that  an  action  of  debt  doth  not  lie  against  him  for  rent  due  after  the 
assignment. 
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2.  If  the  lessee  for  years  assigns  over  his  interest,  and  dies,  the  ex- 
ecutor shall  not  be  charged  for  rent  due  after  his  death ;  for,  by  the 
death  of  the  lessee,  the  personal  privity  of  contract,  as  to  the  action  of 
debt  in  both  cases,  was  determined.  And  Mich.  40  &  41  Eliz.  between 
George  Jerome,  Esq.,  plaintiff,  and  Hore,  defendant,  the  case  in  effect 
was  such :  A.  leased  to  C.  3  acres  of  land  for  years  rendering  rent,  the 
said  C.  assigned  all  his  estate  in  one  acre  to  another,  A.  suffered  a 
common  recovery  to  the  use  of  B.  in  fee,  who  brought  an  action  of  debt 
against  the  first  lessee,  and  it  was  adjudged  by  POPHAM,  C.  J.,  and  the 
whole  court,  that  the  action  did  lie  ;  for  inasmuch  as  the  lessee  had  as- 
signed his  interest  but  in  part,  and  remained  possessed  of  the  residue, 
that  not  only  the  lessor,  but  also  his  assignee,  or  he  who  claimeth  un- 
der him  shall  have  an  action  of  debt  for  the  whole  rent  against  the 
lessee,  for  there  was  not  privity  of  contract  only,  but  also  privity  in 
estate  and  contract  together ;  and  therefore  the  action  in  this  case 
shall  go  with  the  estate ;  as  at  common  law,  if  before  the  Statute 
of  Quia  Emptores  terrarum  the  tenant  had  made  a  feoffment  in  fee  of 
part  of  the  tenancy,  there  was  not  any  apportionment,  but  the  lord,  or  his 
grantee,  should  avow  on  the  feoffor  for  as  much  as  he  remained  tenant 
in  respect  of  the  residue  :  but  if  he  had  made  a  feoffment  of  the  whole, 
then  the  grantee  of  the  lord  should  not  avow  on  him,  as  it  hath  been 
said  before.  See  22  Ass.  52  ;  24  H.  8,  4  b ;  32  H.  8,  Br.  Accept,  for 
this  matter.  And  POPHAM,  C.  J.,  in  this  case  said,  that  in  case  when 
rent  reserved  on  a  lease  for  years  shall  be  apportioned,  if  in  an  action 
of  debt  the  lessor  demands  more  quam  oportet;  yet  on  nihil  debet  the 
lessor  shall  recover  as  much  as  shall  be  apportioned  and  assessed  by 
the  jury,  and  shall  be  barred  for  the  residue.  And  Pasch.  41  Eliz.  Rot. 
2485,  in  the  Common  Pleas,  Samuel  Marrow  brought  an  action  of  debt 
against  Francis  Turpin  and  W.  Turpin,  administrators  of  Geo. 
Turpin,  and  declared  on  a  demise  made  by  the  plaintiff  by  deed  indented 
of  certain  land  to  the  intestate  for  years  rendering  rent,  and  for  rent  be- 
hind after  the  death  of  the  intestate,  the  action  was  brought ;  the  de- 
fendants pleaded,  that  before  the  rent  behind,  one  of  the  defendants 
had  assigned  all  his  interest  to  Thomas  Boorde,  of  which  assignment 
the  plaintiff  had  notice,  and  accepted  the  rent  by  the  hands  of  the  as- 
signee, due  at  a  day  after  the  assignment,  and  before  the  da}'  on  which 
the  rent  was  due  which  is  now  demanded,  upon  which  the  plaintiff  did 
demur.  And  it  was  adjudged  against  the  plaintiff,  because  the  privity 
of  the  contract,  as  to  the  action  of  debt,  was  determined  by  the  death 
of  the  lessee ;  and  therefore,  after  assignment  made  by  the  adminis- 
trator, debt  did  not  lie  against  the  administrator  for  rent  due  after  the 
assignment,  according  to  the  judgment  given  in  Overton  and  SydhalVs 
Case  before. 

Also  it  was  said,  if  the  lessee  assigns  over  his  term,  the  lessor  may 
charge  the  lessee  or  his  assignee  at  his  election  ;  and  therefore  if  the  lessor 
accepts  the  rent  of  the  assignee,  he  hath  determined  his  election,  and 
shall  not  have  an  action  against  the  lessee  afterwards  for  rent  due  after 
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the  assignment,  no  more  than  if  the  lord  once  accepts  the  rent  of  the 
feoffee,  he  shall  not  avow  on  the  feoffor ;  and  by  these  judgments  and 
resolutions  you  will  the  better  understand  your  books ;  betwixt  which 
prima  facie  seems  to  be  some  diversity  of  opinions.  Vide  44  E.  3,  5, 
&  44  Ass.  18  ;  9  H.  6,  52,  by  Paston,  which  agree  with  the  judgment  of 
Sir  Christopher  Wray.  See  8  Eliz.  Dyer,  247,  and  the  qu&re  there 
made  is  now  well  resolved. 


READE  v.   JOHNSON. 

COMMON  PLEAS.     1591. 

[Reported  Cro,  EL  242.] 

ASSOIPSIT  for  twent}--four  pounds.  And  declares  upon  an  indebi- 
tatus  assumpsit.  Defendant  pleads  non  assumpsit.  The  jury  found, 
that  the  plaintiff  let  to  the  defendant  land  for  seven  years,  rendering 
eight  pounds  per  annum,  and  the  rent  was  arrear  for  three  years  ;  and 
that  the  defendant  did  owe  no  other  debt,  nor  made  an}'  other  promise. 
Et  «f,  8fC.  —  And  it  was  held  by  the  JUSTICES,  that  the  action  did  not 
lie,  but  only  an  action  of  debt. 


HUMBLE  v.  GLOVER. 

QUEEN'S  BENCH.     1594. 

[Reported  Cro.  El.  328.] 

DEBT  upon  a  lease  for  years,  made  by  Tho.  Play  to  the  defendant. 
And  declares  upon  an  assignment  of  the  reversion  by  indenture  of  bar- 
gain and  sale  enrolled.  The  defendant  pleads,  that  after  the  grant  of 
the  reversion,  and  before  any  rent  arrear,  he  assigned  over  his  term  to 

Scotmead,  and  doth  not  name  his  Christian  name ;  but  a  blank 

was  left  for  it.     Upon  this  plea  it  was  demurred. 

First  Point.  If  the  lessee  shall  be  charged  with  the  rent  after  the 
assignment  of  his  term  ?  —  And  resolved  he  should  not.  Vide  3  Co. 
23  b,  for  there  is  no  privity  between  the  bargainee  and  lessee,  but  by 
reason  of  the  privity  of  estate,  which  being  gone,  the  lessee  is  not 
chargeable :  but  between  the  lessor  and  lessee  he  shall  not  discharge 
himself,  by  assigning  over  his  term  ;  for  the  privity  is  by  reason  of  the 
contract  and  reservation,  rather  than  by  the  occupation  of  the  land ; 
which  by  his  own  act  he  shall  not  discharge  :  but  in  this  case  the  privity 
is  destroyed.1 

1  The  rest  of  the  case  is  omitted. 
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ARDS  v.  WATKIN. 

QUEEN'S  BENCH.     1598,  1599. 

[Reported  Cro.  El.  637,  651.] 

UPON  demurrer  the  case  was,  lessee  for  thirty  j-ears  of  a  parcel  of 
land  called  Shortwood,  lets  it  for  twentj'-eight  years,  rendering  £34  rent 
per  annum,  and  after  deviseth  £28  parcel  of  that  rent  to  his  three 
sons,  severally  to  every  of  them  a  third  part.  One  of  them  brings  debt 
for  his  part  of  the  rent :  and,  Whether  this  action  lay  or  not?  was  the 
question.  —  It  was  argued  by  Rydgley  for  the  plaintiff,  and  by  Nichols 
for  the  defendant.  GAWDY  and  FENNER  held,  that  the  action  well  lay ; 
for  there  is  no  doubt  but  that  rent  may  be  devised,  and  be  divided  from 
the  reversion  ;  for  it  is  not  merely  a  thing  in  action,  but  quasi  an  in- 
heritance, as  Knowles'  Case,  Dyer,  5  b,  is  ;  and  in  24- Hen.  8,  Rysderfs 
Case,  Dyer,  4  b.  If  lessee  grants  over  all  his  term  in  part  of  the  land, 
yet  it  is  chargeable  in  an  action  with  the  entire  rent ;  for  he  by  his  act 
cannot  apportion  it.  And  by  the  grant  of  part  the  lessee  is  not  com- 
pellable  to  attorn  ;  for  then  he  should  be  liable  to  two  actions,  or  two 
distresses.  But  the  devise  is  quasi  an  act  of  law,  which  shall  inure 
without  at-tornment,  and  shall  make  a  sufficient  privity,  and  so  it  ma}7 
be  well  apportioned  by  this  means.  Wherefore,  &c.  —  POPHAM  and 
CLENCH,  e  contra.  For  as  the  lessee  by  his  own  act  shall  not  divide  the 
lessor's  contract,  nor  apportion  his  action ;  so  likewise  the  law  favors 
the  lessee,  that  the  act  of  the  lessor  shall  not  charge  him  with  divers 
actions,  or  double  distresses,  but  upon  his  voluntary  attornment ;  and 
the  contract  being  entire  cannot  be  apportioned.  But  POPHAM  agreed, 
that  the  rent  was  well  devisable,  and  by  that  means  severable  from  the 
reversion.  And  although  a  thing  in  action  cannot  be  transferred  over, 
nor  be  devised  ;  yet  a  contract,  which  ariseth  from  an  interest  in  land, 
or  which  is  an  interest,  may  be  well  transferred  over.  Wherefore,  &c. 
—  Adjournatur. 

The  case  was  now  moved  again  ;  and  GAWDY  and  FENNER,  and  CLENCH 
agreeing  with  them,  held  that  the  devise  was  good,  and  well  severable ; 
for  as  to  that  objection,  that  a  mischief  may  happen  to  the  tenant,  that 
he  shall  be  subject  to  two  actions  and  distresses,  that  is  his  own  fault ; 
for  if  he  pays  his  rent,  he  shall  avoid  it :  and  the  same  mischief  is, 
where  he  deviseth  part  of  the  reversion  and  rent,  which  is  agreed  on 
the  other  part  to  be  well  enough ;  and  although  a  contract,  or  a  thing 
in  action,  cannot  be  transferred  nor  divided,  yet  rent  only  may  be.  For 
it  is  a  thing  in  possession  ;  for  he  doth  not  grant  the  action,  but  the  law 
gives  it  as  incident  to  the  rent.  And  JTuntley's  Case,  10  Eliz.  Dyer, 
326,  is  express,  where  a  devise  was  of  a  reversion  upon  a  lease  for  years, 
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with  the  rent,  to  a  man  and  his  sister,  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies  ;  the 
sister  dies  without  issue ;  the  brother  dies  having  issue ;  the  heir  had 
the  moiety  of  the  rent.  —  POPHAM  e  contra.  For  the  difference  will  be, 
when  part  of  a  reversion  and  rent  is  granted,  that  is  good ;  but  when 
the  rent  is  severed  from  the  reversion,  it  is  otherwise :  for  then  it  is 
but  in  nature  of  an  annuit}1,*  which  cannot  be  granted  b}r  parcels,  but 
entirely  ;  but  an  annuitj'  or  rent  only  are  grantable  over,  because  they  are 
things  of  continuance,  and  are  not  personal.  And  the  reason  of  Hunt- 
ley's  Case  is,  because  the  rent  is  divided  with  the  reversion.  But 
notwithstanding,  in  regard  three  of  them  agreed,  he  consented  that 
judgment  should  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff.  —  NOTE.  That  in  the 
argument  of  this  case,  a  case  was  cited  in  this  court,  Easter  Term, 
28  Eliz.  Roll.  344,  where  a  devise  was  of  an  entire  reversion  and  rent, 
which  was  void  for  a  third  part ;  because  it  was  holden  in  capite,  and 
debt  was  brought  for  two  parts  of  the  rent,  and  adjudged  maintainable. 


PINE  v.  LEICESTER. 

COMMON  PLEAS.     1613. 

[Reported  Hob.  37.] 

HUGH  PINE  of  Lincoln's  Inn  brought  an  action  of  debt  in  the  county 

of against  the  Countess  of  Leicester,  and  declares  that  the  Earl  of 

Leicester,  being  seised  in  fee  of  the  manor  of  Cleobury  in  the  county 
of  Salop,  granted  a  rent  charge  of  100  pounds  per  annum,  out  of  the 
manor  unto  one  Foster  and  his  wife  for  their  lives,  and  then  lays  the 
death  of  the  Lord  of  Leicester,  and  how  the  manor  came  to  my  lad}-,  and 
then  the  death  of  Foster  and  his  wife  last.  And  now  he,  as  executor 
to  Foster  and  his  wife,  brought  this  action  for  arrearages  of  rent  in- 
curred in  their  life,  while  the  manor  was  in  the  hands  of  the  lady ;  and 
this  action  being  laid  in  a  count}-,  where  it  was  supposed  Pine  was 
strong,  it  was  moved  to  be  laid  in  a  more  indifferent  shire.  Whereupon 
I  said,  that  they  were  not  well  advised ;  for  this  kind  of  action  of  debt 
was  local,  and  must  needs  be  laid  where  the  land  was,  because  the  lady 
was  not  chargeable,  but  in  respect  of  the  possession  ;  whereupon  Ser- 
jeant Harris,  being  not  of  counsel  in  this  case,  confessed  it  had  been 
so  adjudged  in  another  case. 
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MARSH  y.  BRACE. 
KING'S  BENCH.     1614. 

[Reported  Cro.  Jac.  334.] 

DEBT  upon  a  lease  for  years,  demanding  rent  for  two  j'ears  and  a 
half  ending  at  the  Annunciation  last  past. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  that  before  any  rent  due,  he  assigned  his 
estate  and  interest  to  J.  S.  who  paid  the  rent  to  the  plaintiff  for  half  a 
year  due  after  the  assignment,  which  he  accepted  from  his  hands. 

The  plaintiff  thereupon  demurred,  because  it  is  not  alleged  that  he 
gave  notice  to  him  that  he  was  assignee  ;  and  also,  because  the  contract 
continues  betwixt  the  lessor  and  lessee  during  the  term,  notwithstanding 
this  assignment. 

But  all  the  COURT  resolved,  that  this  assignment  and  acceptance  of 
the  rent  from  the  hands  of  the  assignee  is  notice  in  itself,  and  an  agree- 
ment that  he  is  his  tenant,  and  then  he  may  not  afterwards  resort  back 
to  the  lessee :  and  the  bar  is  good  to  a  common  intent ;  and  it  shall  not 
be  intended  but  that  he  knew  him  to  be  his  tenant,  and  accepted  him 
as  his  tenant,  unless  the  contrary  be  shown.  Wherefore  it  was  ad- 
judged for  the  defendant,  if  other  matters  were  not  shown,  &c. 


TUTTER  v.  FRYER. 
COMMON  PLEAS.     1621. 

[Reported  Winch,  7.] 

A  RENT  charge  was  granted  for  years  with  a  nomine  pcence,  and  a 
clause  of  distress  if  that  was  not  paid  at  the  day ;  and  the  rent  was 
behind,  and  the  }rears  incurred ;  and  it  was  moved  by  Athowe,  that 
though  the  years  are  incurred,  that  he  may  distrain  for  the  nomine 
poence,  but  the  COURT  was  of  a  contrary  opinion,  for  that  depends  upon 
the  rent,  and  the  distress  is  gone  as  to  both  of  them. 


BORD   y.   CUDMORE. 

KING'S  BENCH.     1630. 

[Reported  Cro.  Car.  183.] 

ERROR  of  a  judgment  in  debt  in  the  Common  Pleas.  The  error  as- 
signed was,  because  debt  was  brought  in  London  by  Cudmore  as 
assignee  of  J.  S.  of  a  reversion  of  land  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  upon 
a  lease  for  years  made  at  London  of  the  said  lands,  rendering  the  rent 
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of  twenty  pounds  yearly  at  the  Temple  Church,  London,  supposing  the 
lease  to  be  made  at  the  parish  of  St.  Mary  Bow,  in  the  ward  of  Cheap, 
London,  for  two  years  rent  behind  after  the  assignment  of  the  reversion 
and  attornment  thereto ;  whereas  the  action  ought  to  have  been  brought 
in  the  county  of  Somerset,  where  the  land  lies,  because  the  privity  of 
contract  failing  by  assignment  of  the  reversion,  he  is  only  to  maintain 
the  action  upon  the  privity  in  law  for  the  interest  of  the  reversion,  and 
that  ought  to  have  been  brought  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  where  the 
lend  lies. 

And  this  was  agreed  on  the  other  side,  unless  the  rent  had  been  re- 
served paj'able  at  London,  and  in  that  case  the  action  may  be  laid  in 
London,  for  payment  might  have  been  there  pleaded,  and  upon  nil  debct 
those  in  London  might  best  take  cognizance  of  the  payment ;  and 
therefore  the  judgment  was  well  given,  and  not  error. 

But  all  the  COURT  conceived,  forasmuch  as  the  privity  of  the  contract 
is  gone  I)}'  the  assignment  of  the  reversion  and  the  attornment,  and  the 
rent  follows  the  land,  the  plaintiff  being  onl}'  entitled  thereunto  by  reason 
of  his  having  the  land,  therefore  the  action  ought  to  have  been  brought 
onl}f  in  the  county  where  the  land  lies,  and  not  elsewhere  :  whereupon 
the  judgment  was  reversed. 


TURNER  v.   LEE. 

KING'S  BENCH.     1637. 

[Reported  Cro.  Car.  471.] 

REPLEVIN.  The  defendant  avows  as  executor  for  the  arrears  of  a 
rent  charge  granted  to  the  testator  for  divers  3*ears,  if  he  lived  so  long. 
The  plaintiff  takes  issue,  quod  non  concessit ;  and  found  for  the  avowant. 

And  after  verdict  it  was  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment  by  Jlolle,  that 
this  avowry  was  not  good,  because  the  rent  granted  for  j*ears  being 
determined,  the  executor  cannot,  by  the  Statute  of  32  Hen.  8,  c.  37,  dis- 
train ;  for  that  Statute  extends  to  those  who  have  rent  for  life  or 
inheritance. 

But  Henden,  Serjeant,  said,  that  it  is  within  the  equity  of  the  Statute, 
because  the  estate  is  determinable  upon  a  life  ;  and  if  it  were  not  good, 
j'et  being  admitted,  and  the  issue  being  upon  the  grant,  and  found, 
it  is  good  enough. 

But  all  the  COURT  resolved,  that  it  is  not  within  the  Statute,  for  that 
provides  remed}T  where  the  testator  died  seised  of  a  rent  to  him  and  his 
heirs,  or  for  life,  and  by  his  death  there  was  not  any  remedy  for  the 
executor,  as  it  appears  by  the  preamble  of  that  Statute  ;  but  where  he 
hath  remedy  by  the  common  law  by  action  of  debt,  as  in  this  case  the 
executor  hath,  he  cannot  distrain ;  and  although  the  issue  is  upon  a 
non  concessit,  and  it  is  found  quod  concessit,  yet  it  being  an  ill  avowry 
in  substance,  judgment  shall  be  given  against  him. 
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THURSBY  v.   PLANT. 
KING'S  BENCH.     1669. 

[Reported  I  Lev.  259.] 

COVENANT,  and  declares,  That  the  Earl  of  Lincoln  was  seised  of 
lands  in  Lincolnshire  ;  and  at  London  made  a  lease  rendering  rent,  and 
that  the  tenant  covenanted  to  pay  the  rent,  and  that  afterwards  the 
Earl  granted  the  reversion  to  the  plaintiff,  and  for  non-pa%yment  of  the 
rent  the  action  was  brought  and  laid  in  London.  The  defendant  pleads 
a  surrender,  on  which  issue  was,  and  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff;  and  it 
was  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  That  the  action  being  brought  by  the 
assignee  of  the  reversion  ought  to  be  laid  in  Lincolnshire,  where  the 
land  lies  (upon  the  privity  of  the  estate),  and  not  at  London  (upon 
the  privity  of  contract) ,  where  the  lease  was  made,  and  cited  1  Cro. 
Bord  against  Cudmore ;  debt  for  rent  ought  to  be  brought  by  the 
assignee  in  the  county  where  the  land  lies,  on  the  privity  of  estate  :  to 
which  it  was  answered  and  resolved  by  the  whole  COURT,  that  debt  is 
maintainable  only  upon  the  privity  of  estate,  and  goes  with  the  rever- 
sion at  common  law,  and  that  an  assignee  could  maintain  it  before  the 
Statute  upon  the  privity  of  estate,  and  perception  of  the  profits ;  but 
covenant  did  not  go  to  the  assignee  before  the  Statute,  because  it  lies 
onl}'  on  the  privity  of  contract ;  and  though  now  by  the  Statute  the 
covenant  passes  to  the  assignee,  yet  the  nature  thereof  is  not  altered  by 
the  Statute,  but  it  is  assignable  only  as  a  contract,  and  therefore  ought 
to  be  brought  where  the  contract  was  made  ;  and  there  is  a  great  differ- 
ence between  debt  for  the  rent  which  arises  out  of  the  profits  of  the 
land,  and  covenant  which  is  a  collateral  thing,  on  which  only  damages 
are  to  be  recovered.  2  Cro.  JSatchellor  against  Gaffe.  Covenant  lies 
against  the  lessee  after  assignment  of  the  term,  and  acceptance  of  the 
rent  from  the  assignee ;  but  debt  does  not  lie.  2  Cro.  Brett  against 
Cumberland  and  Hill,  15  Car.  2  B.  R.  Rot.  1258.  That  covenant 
lies  on  the  privity  of  contract  after  assignment :  whereupon  judgment 
was  given  here  for  the  plaintiff  by  the  whole  COURT,  on  which  the  defend- 
ant brought  a  writ  of  error.  But  as  I  heard  the  parties  agreed. 

Jones,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Sanders,  for  the  defendant. 
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JOHNSON  v.   MAY. 
COMMON  PLEAS.     1683. 

[Reported  3  Lev.  150.] 

ASSUMPSIT,  in  consideration  the  defendant  having  surrendered  a  copjT- 
hold  estate,  and  a  Boone  adinde  spectan'  to  the  plaintiff,  which  the 
plaintiff  should  permit  the  defendant  to  enjoy  from  the  10th  of  Aug. 
Anno  33  Regis  nunc  till  the  first  of  May  next  following,  that  he  prom- 
ised to  pay  the  plaintiff  50s.  and  shows,  that  he  permitted,  and  the  de- 
fendant had  not  paid  the  50s.  Also  he  declares  upon  a  quantum 
meruit  for  the  same.  As  to  the  quantum  meruit,  the  defendant 
pleaded  non  assumpsit ;  and  as  to  the  other  part  demurs.  The  case 
was  argued  in  Trinity  Term,  when  PEMBERTON  was  Chief  Justice,  and 
now  again  this  term,  JONES  being  Ch.  Justice.  For  the  defendant  it 
was  urged  that  here  is  a  term  for  years,  and  a  rent  reserved,  for  which 
debt  lies  and  not  this  action  ;  for  which  was  cited  1  Roll.  Abr.  7,  divers 
cases  to  this  purpose;  Cro.  Cha.  343,  Brett  and  Read;  and  1  Lev. 
204,  Chapman  v.  Southwicke;  I  Sid.  279,  Norton  v.  Grobhamhow; 
1  Roll.  Abr.  9,  and  that  Hale,  Chief  Justice,  was  alwa}'s  of  this  opinion. 
On  the  other  side  for  the  plaintiff  were  cited  Cro.  Eliz.  118,  Hunt  v. 
Sone;  Cro.  Ja.  598,  Darnatt  v.  Morgan;  Cro.  Cha.  114,  Acton  v. 
Simon;  and  ManselVs  Case  cited  in  Brett  and  Read's  Case;  Lit.  Rep. 
68,  Wentworth  v.  Abraham;  Cro.  Eliz.  859,  Clerk  v.  Pallady.  And 
because  this  had  been  vexata  qucestio,  the  COURT  took  time  to  deliver 
their  opinions  ;  and  accordingly  it  was  so  done  by  all  the  four  Justices, 
who  all  agreed  that  the  action  lay.  For  1.  An  express  promise  shall 
be  intended,  and  not  a  bare  promise  in  law  arising  upon  the  contract, 
which  all  agree  will  not  lie ;  and  if  non  assumpsit  had  been  pleaded, 
there  must  have  been  proof  of  an  express  promise.  2.  There  being  an 
express  promise  it  is  collateral,  and  quasi  a  special  agreement  to  pay 
the  rent,  of  the  same  effect  as  an  express  covenant  in  a  lease  by  deed. 
And  as  to  the  objection,  non  constat  what  a  boon  is,  and  therefore 
neither  debt,  nor  assumpsit,  nor  ejectment  will  lie  upon  a  lease  thereof, 
it  was  answered  that  be  it  what  it  will,  it  is  belonging  to  the  land,  and 
that  will  support  an  action  of  debt,  as  where  there  is  a  lease  of  land  and 
the  stock  of  sheep.  And  judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiff. 
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NEWCOMB  v.   HARVEY. 

KING'S  BENCH.     1690. 

[Reported  Garth.  161.] 

THE  plaintiff  being  lessee  for  years,  assigned  over  his  whole  term,  by 
indenture,  to  the  defendant,  rendering  rent,  and  an  action  of  debt  was 
now  brought  for  the  rent  in  arrear. 

The  defendant  pleaded  non  concessit  et  hoc,  &c. 

And  upon  a  demurrer  to  this  plea,  it  was  objected  in  behalf  of  the  de- 
fendant, that  this  action  would  not  lie,  because  the  sum  reserved  was 
not  properly  any  rent,  but  a  sum  in  gross,  the  plaintiff  having  assigned 
over  his  whole  term,  and  by  consequence  had  no  reversion,  and  there- 
fore the  action  ought  to  be  for  a  sum  in  gross  upon  the  contract  (and 
not  debt  for  rent) ,  and  that  would  not  lie  till  the  last  day  expires. 

To  which  it  was  answered,  and  so  resolved  PER  CURIAM,  that  this  is 
a  rent,  though  the  plaintiff  had  no  reversion  ;  for  if  a  rent  is  reserved 
upon  a  feoffment  in  fee,  there  is  no  reversion  in  the  feoffor ;  but  yet 
this  is  a  rent,  and  recoverable  by  the  name  of  a  rent  upon  the  contract, 
and  so  it  shall  be  in  the  principal  case. 

Moreover,  if  the  defendant  had  assigned  over  the  term  to  another,  an 
action  of  debt  would  lie  for  the  plaintiff  against  the  second  assignee. 

The  plaintiff  had  judgment. 


HOOL  v.  BELL. 
COMMON  PLEAS.     1697. 
[Reported  1  Ld.  Raym.  172.] 

REPLEVIN  for  horses  taken  by  the  defendant  in  a  place  called  The 
Stable  in  Yorkshire.  The  defendant  made  conusance  as  bailiff  to  Rob- 
ert Knowles ;  and  shows,  that  the  Lord  Stafford  was  seised  of  the 
manor  of  Tinsley  in  Yorkshire,  with  the  appurtenances  in  fee,  whereof 
the  place  where,  &c.,  is  parcel,  and  being  seised,  the  sixth  of  March, 
22  Car.  2,  granted  to  Francis  Knowles  a  rent- charge  of  £60  per  annum 
payable  yearly,  with  clauses  of  distress,  in  the  manor  of  Tinsley,  for 
life,  &c.,  thut  Francis  Knowles  made  his  will,  and  made  his  brother 
Robert  Knowles  his  executor,  and  died ;  that  Robert  Knowles  proved 
the  will ;  and  that  for  arrears  of  this  rent-charge,  incurred  in  the  life  of 
the  testator,  the  defendant,  as  bailiff  to  Robert  Knowles,  took  these 
horses  in  the  place  where,  &c.  as  a  distress,  as  in  parcel  of  the  lands 
and  tenements  prcedicto  Roberto  Knowles  ut  executori  Francisci 
Ehowles  secundum  formam  statuti  oneratorum  et  obligatorum.  The 
VOL.  ii.  —  43 
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plaintiff  demurred.  And  Pemberton,  Serjeant,  for  the  plaintiff  argued, 
that  this  avowry  was  ill ;  for  the  executor  of  tenant  for  life  is  not  with 
in  the  Statute  of  32  Hen.  8,  c.  37.  For  the  Statute  recites,  that, 
forasmuch  as  executors  had  no  remedy  by  the  common  law  for  arrears 
of  rent ;  this  Act  gives  them  a  double  remedy,  viz.,  distress  or  debt. 
But  the  executors  of  tenant  for  life  had  debt  at  common  law  for  rent 
incurred  in  the  life  of  the  testator.  And  therefore  Co.  Lit.  162  a,  sa3's, 
that  tenant  for  life  must  be  intended  tenant  pur  auter  vie,  so  long  as 
cestui  que  vie  lives  in  this  Act.  So  Cro.  Car.  339,  Turner  v.  Lee,  the 
judges  laid  down  a  rule,  that  where  the  executor,  &c.,  had  remedy  by 
debt  at  common  law,  this  Statute  did  not  give  him  distress.  There- 
fore in  the  principal  case  the  executor  having  remed}'  b}'  debt  by  the 
common  law  for  the  arrearages  in  the  time  of  the  testator,  who  was 
tenant  for  life,  he  has  no  remedy  by  distress  given  by  this  Act.  Sed  non 
allocator.  For  PER  CURIAM,  this  Act  of  32  Hen.  8  is  a  remedial  law, 
and  shall  extend  to  the  executors  of  all  tenants  for  life ;  and  the  law 
has  been  taken  so  always  since  the  Statute,  and  has  never  been  ques- 
tioned. And  the  words  of  the  Statute  are  general  enough  to  extend  to 
all.  And  in  Cro.  Eliz.  332,  Lambert  v.  Austin,  this  seems  to  be  ad- 
mitted, and  therefore  the  rule  in  Cro.  Car.  339,  so  generally  taken, 
cannot  be  law.1 


BREWSTER  v.   KIDGILL. 

KING'S  BENCH.     1698. 

[Reported  12  Mod.  166.] 

CASE,  upon  a  wager  concerning  a  rent-charge  of  forty  pounds  a  year, 
whereof  the  plaintiff,  as  son  and  heir  of  Ellen  Brewster,  is  seised  in  fee 
b}T  virtue  of  a  grant  to  her  and  her  heirs,  issuing  out  of  a  manor,  of 
which  Kidgill  is  terre-tenant ;  that  the  defendant  affirmed,  it  was  lawful 
for  him  to  deduct  four  shillings  in  the  pound  for  Parliamentary  taxes, 
which  the  plaintiff  denied,  &c.  And  upon  issue  joined,  a  special  ver- 
dict was  found,  that  on  the  twenty-sixth  of  November,  1649,  Robert 
Langford  was  seised  in  fee  of  the  manor  of  B.,  and  that  in  considera- 
tion of  eight  hundred  pounds  paid  by  Ellen  Brewster,  he  granted  to  her 
and  her  heirs  a  rent-charge  in  fee  of  forty  pounds  per  annum,  with  a 
covenant  in  the  deed  for  further  assurance ;  and  on  the  back  of  the 
deed  this  indorsement  was:  "Memorandum,  It  is  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  these  presents,  that  the  grantee  and  her  heirs  shall  forever 
hereafter  be  paid  the  said  rent-charge,  without  any  deduction  or  abate- 
ment of  taxes,  charge,  or  payment  out  of,  for  or  concerning  the  said 
rent,  or  the  said  manor  or  lands  charged  herewith."  And  afterwards 
in  1652,  for  further  assurance,  granted  and  confirmed  the  rent  afore- 

1  The  rest  of  the  case  is  omitted. 


BREWSTER   V.   KIDGILL.  675 

said  to  Ellen  Brewster,  and  her  heirs,  with  a  nomine  pcencz  /  and  Rob- 
ert Langford  covenants,  that  at  the  sealing  thereof  he  was  seised  in  fee, 
and  that  it  was  free  from  all  incumbrances,  and  that  he  had  power  to 
charge  the  same ;  and  that  the  said  yearly  rent  of  forty  pounds  per 
annum^  freed  from  all  taxes,  shall  be  forever  hereafter  duly  paid  at  the 
time  and  place  for  the  payment  thereof,  &c. 

The  question  was,  Whether  the  grantor  of  the  rent,  and  his  heirs, 
shall  be  obliged  to  pay  the  said  rent,  without  any  deduction  for,  or  by 
reason  of  any  tax  imposed  by  Parliament  futurely  on  the  said  rent? 

HOLT,  Chief  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  that  the  cove- 
nant doth  oblige  the  grantor  and  his  heirs  without  deduction.  The  case 
is  of  very  great  consequence,  and  has  been  a  question  a  long  time, 
whether  such  covenants  extend  to  all  future  parliamentary  taxes  what- 
soever ;  which  I  think  would  be  very  hard,  and  I  can  by  no  means  agree 
thereto  in  this  large  sense ;  but  as  the  nature  of  this  case  is,  we  are  all 
of  opinion,  that  it  extends  to  all  those  sorts  of  taxes  that  shall  be  given 
by  future  Acts  of  Parliament.1 

There  is  another  matter  in  which  I  have  not  consulted  my  Brothers, 
and  that  is,  whether  the  terre-tenant  in  this  case  is  obliged  by  the  cove- 
nant :  this  is  a  covenant  by  the  grantor  of  the  rent,  who  was  seised  in 
fee  of  the  manor.  Now  who  this  terre-tenant  is  does  not  appear, 
whether  he  be  heir  or  assignee ;  for  if  he  be  assignee,  I  do  not  think 
him  chargeable  in  law;  for  this  covenant  does  not  run  with  the  land. 
Hard.  87.  I  make  no  doubt,  but  that  the  assignee  of  the  rent  shall 
have  covenant  against  the  grantor,  because  it  is  a  covenant  annexed  to 
the  thing  granted  ;  but  that  covenant  should  run  with  the  rent  against 
the  assignee  of  the  land,  I  see  no  reason.  If  this  rent  was  granted  so 
to  be  paid,  it  would  be  another  matter ;  but  here  is  only  a  covenant, 
and  no  words  amounting  to  a  grant ;  and  therefore  there  can  be  no 
relief  in  this  case  against  the  terre-tenant,  but  in  equity ;  and  therefore 
for  this  point  I  do  not  see  how  the  plaintiff  can  have  his  judgment ;  for 
if  this  covenant  should  charge  the  land,  it  would  be  higher  than  a 
warrantia  char  tee,  which  only  affects  the  land  from  the  judgment 
therein  given. 

But  the  other  three  judges  thought  that  this  covenant  might  charge 
the  land,  being  in  nature  of  a  grant,  or  at  least  a  declaration  going 
along  with  the  grant,  showing  in  what  manner  the  thing  granted  should 
be  taken,  and  reckoned  the  indorsement  as  part  of  the  deed. 

And  so  judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiff.2 

1  The  part  of  the  opinion  in  which  this  is  discussed  is  omitted. 

2  s.  c.  sub  nom.  Brewster  v.  Kitchen,  1  Ld.  Eaym.  317,  where  the  discussion  on  the 
running  of  the  covenant  is  thus  given  :   "  But  he  [HoLT,  C.  J.]  then  made  another  ques- 
tion, which  was  not  observed  at  the  bar,  nor  by  any  of  the  other  judges,  viz.",  whether 
the  terre-tenant  is  liable  to  an  action  upon  this  covenant ;  and  he  was  of  opinion, 
that  he  was  not.    For  (by  him)  if  tenant  in  fee  grants  a  rent-charge  out  of  lands,  and  cove- 
nants to  pay  it  without  deduction,  for  himself  and  his  heirs,  you  may  maintain  cove- 
nant against  the  grantor  and  his  heirs,  but  not  against  the   assignee  ;   for  it   is   a 
mere  personal  covenant,  and  cannot  run  with  the  land.     Warranty,  which  is  a  real 
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ST.  8  ANNE,  c.  14,  §  4.  And  whereas  no  action  of  debt  lies  against 
a  tenant  for  life  or  lives,  for  any  arrears  of  rent,  during  the  continu- 
ance of  such  estate  for  life  or  lives,  be  it  enacted  by  the  authority  afore- 
said, That  from  and  after  the  said  first  clay  of  May,  it  shall  and  ma}'  be 
lawful  for  any  person  or  persons,  having  any  rent  in  arrear  or  due  upon 
any  lease  or  demise  for  life  or  lives,  to  bring  an  action  or  actions  of 
debt  for  such  arrears  of  rent,  in  the  same  manner  as  they  might  have 
done,  in  case  such  rent  were  due  and  reserved  upon  a  lease  for  years. 

§  6.  And  whereas  tenants  pur  auter  vie  and  lessees  for  years,  or  at 
will,  frequently  hold  over  the  tenements  to  them  demised,  after  the  deter- 
mination of  such  leases  :  and  whereas  after  the  determination  of  such, 
or  any  other  leases,  no  distress  can  by  law  be  made  for  any  arrears  of 
rent  that  grew  due  on  such  respective  leases  before  the  determination 
thereof;  it  is  hereby  further  enacted  by  the  authority  aforesaid,  That 
from  and  after  the  said  first  day  of  May,  one  thousand  seven  hundred 
and  ten,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful,  for  an}'  person  or  persons,  having 
any  rent  in  arrear  or  due  npon  any  lease  for  life  or  lives,  or  for  years, 
or  at  will,  ended  or  determined,  to  distrain  for  such  arrears,  after  the 
determination  of  the  said  respective  leases,  in  the  same  manner  as  they 
might  have  done,  if  such  lease  or  leases  had  not  been  ended  or 
determined. 

§  7.  Provided,  That  such  distress  be  made  within  the  space  of  six 
calendar  months  after  the  determination  of  such  lease,  and  during  the 
continuance  of  such  landlord's  title  or  interest,  and  during  the  posses- 
sion of  the  tenant  from  whom  such  arrears  became  due. 

ST.  4  GEO.  II.  c.  28,  §  5.  And  whereas  the  remedy  for  recovering 
rents  seek,  rents  of  assize,  and  chief  rents,  are  tedious  and  difficult,  be  it 
therefore  enacted  by  the  authority  aforesaid,  That  from  and  after  the 
twenty-fourth  day  of  June  one  thousand  seven  hundred  and  thirty-one, 
all  and  every  person  or  persons,  bodies  politic  and  corporate,  shall  and 

covenant,  will  never  bind  the  land  of  the  warrantor,  until  judgment  had  in  warrantia 
charttc  ;  much  less  will  this  personal  covenant  bind  the  land.  And  for  a  ease  in  point, 
he  cited  Hardr.  87,  pi.  5,  Coke  and  the  Earl  of  Arundel.  In  replevin,  if  the  defend- 
ant had  avowed  for  arrears  of  this  rent,  and  the  plaintiff  had  pleaded  in  bar,  ricns 
arrere  ;  the  avowant  could  not  have  replied  this  covenant  against  the  terre-tenant ; 
but  if  the  avowry  had  been  upon  the  grantor,  or  his  heirs,  the  avowant  might  have 
replied  this  covenant  against  them,  to  avoid  circuity  of  action.  Therefore,  since  it 
does  not  appear  that  the  defendant  is  bound  by  this  covenant  (for  non  constat  whether 
he  is  terre-tenant  or  not,  or  what  he  is)  for  this  reason  he  was  of  opinion,  that  judg- 
ment ought  to  be  given  for  the  defendant.  But  the  other  three  judges  seemed  to  be 
in  n  surprise,  and  not  in  truth  to  comprehend  this  objection,  and  therefore  they  per- 
sisted in  their  former  opinion,  talking  of  agreements,  intent  of  the  party,  binding  of 
the  land,  and  I  know  not  what.  They  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  against  the 
opinion  of  Holt,  Chief  Justice,  for  the  reason  aforesaid." 

See  1  Sm.  L.  C.  (9th  ed.)  91  ;  Sugd.  V.  &  P.  (14th  ed.)  593-596.  A  covenant  to 
pay  a  fee  farm  rent  was  held  to  run  against  an  assignee  of  the  covenantor  in  Van  Hens- 
seiner  v.  Read,  26  N.  Y.  558  (1863),  and  Strenpcr  v.  Fisher,  1  Rawle,  155  (1829). 

See  cases  under  covenants  running  with  the  land,  ante,  pp.  439  el  scq. 
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may  have  the  like  remedy  by  distress,  and  by  impounding  and  selling 
the  same,  in  cases  of  rent  seek,  rents  of  assize,  and  chief  rents,  which 
have  been  duly  answered  or  paid  for  the  space  of  three  years,  within 
the  space  of  twenty  years  before  the  first  day  of  this  present  session  of 
Parliament,  or  shall  be  hereafter  created,  as  in  case  of  rent  reserved 
upon  lease  ;  any  law  or  usage  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 


FALHERS  v.  CORBRET. 
KING'S  BENCH.     1734. 

[Reported  2  Barnard.  386.] 

IN  a  writ  of  error  in  a  judgment  in  the  Common  Pleas,  in  an  indebi- 
tatus  assumpsit,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  below  had  declared,  that 
whereas  he  was  possessed  of  a  house  in  Newgate  Market,  in  considera- 
tion that  he  would  permit  the  defendant,  being  a  butcher,  to  have  the 
use  of  the  passage  in  it  for  hanging  up  his  meat,  he  would  pay  him  at 
the  rate  of  30s.  per  year  for  the  same  ;  the  plaintiff  averred  that  he  did 
let  the  defendant  have  the  use  of  this  passage  for  a  year  and  half,  by 
reason  of  which  there  was  the  sum  of  £2  5s.  due  to  him.  Issue  was 
joined  on  non  assumpsit,  and  a  verdict  found  for  the  plaintiff.  Mr. 
Strange  submitted  it,  that  debt  for  rent  ought  to  have  been  brought, 
and  that  an  indebitatus  assumpsit  would  not  lie.  Mr.  Parker,  on  the 
other  side,  said  that  he  conceived  that  this  was  not  a  rent,  by  reason 
that  no  part  of  the  house  was  let,  but  merely  the  use  of  the  passage 
agreed  for ;  he  conceived,  therefore,  that  debt  for  rent  would  not  lie. 
He  observed  further,  that  this  agreement  being  to  pay  after  the  rate  of 
such  a  sum,  was  another  reason  why  such  action  could  not  be  main- 
tained. And  for  this  purpose  he  cited  4  Mod.  78.  But  though  such 
action  would  have  lain,  yet  upon  an  express  promise  an  indebitatus  as- 
sumpsit will  lie  likewise ;  and  for  this  purpose  cited  Hardress,  366. 
The  COURT  was  of  the  same  opinion  ;  accordingly  affirmed  the  judgment. 

ST.  11  GEO.  II.  c.  19,  §  14.  And  to  obviate  some  difficulties  that 
many  times  occur  in  the  recovery  of  rents,  where  the  demises  are  not 
by  deed,  be  it  further  enacted  by  the  authority  aforesaid,  That  from 
and  after  the  said  twenty-fourth  day  of  June,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful 
to  and  for  the  landlord  or  landlords,  where  the  agreement  is  not  by 
deed,  to  recover  a  reasonable  satisfaction  for  the  lands,  tenements,  or 
hereditaments,  held  or  occupied  by  the  defendant  or  defendants,  in  an 
action  on  the  case,  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  what  was  so  held  or 
enjoyed  ;  and  if  in  evidence  on  the  trial  of  such  action  any  parol  demise 
or  any  agreement  (not  being  by  deed)  whereon  a  certain  rent  was  re- 
served shall  appear,  the  plaintiff  in  such  action  shall  not  therefore  be 
nonsuited,  but  may  make  use  thereof  as  an  evidence  of  the  quantum  of 
the  damages  to  be  recovered. 
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v.  COOPER. 

COMMON  PLEAS.     1768. 
[Reported  2  Wils.  375.] 

IN  replevin,  the  defendant  avows  under  a  distress  for  rent  due 
from  the  plaintiff  to  him  upon  an  assignment  of  a  lease  of  a  term  for 
3-ears  to  the  plaintiff,  in  which  assignment  there  is  no  clause  of  dis- 
tress ;  the  single  question  is,  Whether  this  is  such  a  rent  for  which  a 
distress  lies,  there  being  no  reversion  in  the  defendant.  It  was  said 
for  the  defendant,  that  although  rent  be  incident  to  the  reversion,  yet 
it  is  not  an  inseparable  incident,  and  therefore  it  may  be  severed  from 
the  reversion ;  and  although  there  is  no  clause  of  distress  in  the  assign- 
ment of  the  term,  yet  the  rent  reserved  thereupon  may  be  considered  as 
a  rent-seek,  and  distrained  for  by  the  Statute  4  Geo.  2,  c.  28,  §  5,  and 
that  it  appears  clearly  to  be  the  intent  of  the  parties  that  the  plaintiff 
should  pay  rent  to  the  defendant ;  this  case  was  so  clear  that  the  court 
gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  without  hearing  his  counsel. 

CURIA.  There  are  two  ways  of  creating  a  rent:  the  owner  of  the 
lands  either  grants  a  rent  out  of  it,  or  grants  the  lands  and  reserves 
a  rent ;  there  is  no  such  thing  as  a  rent-seek,  rent-service,  or  rent-charge 
issuing  out  of  a  term  for  years.  Bro.  Dette,  pi.  39,  cites  43  Ed.  3,  4, 
per  Fynchden,  Ch.  Justice  C.  B.  If  a  man  hath  a  term  for  j'ears,  and 
grants  all  his  estate  of  the  term  rendering  certain  rent,  he  cannot  dis- 
train if  the  rent  be  in  arrear ;  this  case  is  law  and  in  point :  therefore 
if  the  avowant  will  recover  what  is  owing  to  him  from  the  plaintiff,  he 
must  bring  his  action  upon  the  contract. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff 'per  totam  curiam. 


STROUD  v.  ROGERS. 
COMMON  PLEAS.  1792. 
[Reported  6  T,  R.  63,  note.] 

IN  that  case  the  third  count  was  precisely  similar  to  the  present : *  the 
defendant  demurred  to  it,  and  assigned  for  causes  that  it  did  not  set 
forth  any  demise  of  the  premises,  nor  for  what  term  they  were  demised, 
nor  what  rent  was  payable,  nor  for  what  length  of  time  the  defendant 
held  and  occupied  the  premises,  nor  when  the  sum  of  £5  thereby  sup- 
posed to  be  due  became  due,  nor  for  what  space  of  time ;  but  after 
argument  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on 
that  account. 

1  I.  e.  WiJkins  v.  Wingatc,  6  T.  R.  62,  to  the  report  of  which  this  note  is  appended. 
The  third  count  in  Wilkins  v.  Wingate  was  for  use  and  occupation  for  £10  for  half  a 
year. 


STEVENSON   V.   LAMBARD.  679 


STEVENSON  v.  LAMBARD. 

KING'S  BENCH.     1802. 

[Reported  2  East,  575.] 

THE  plaintiff  declared  in  covenant  against  the  defendant  as  assignee 
of  one  Charles  Dixon,  upon  an  indenture  made  on  the  1st  of  May, 
1798,  whereby  the  plaintiff,  for  the  considerations  therein  mentioned, 
demised  to  Dixon  and  his  assigns  two  messuages  and  a  warehouse 
therein  described,  to  hold  from  the  25th  of  March  then  last  past,  for  the 
term  of  thirty-one  years,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  £105  by  equal  quarterly 
payments,  viz.  &c.  The  declaration  then  set  forth  the  covenant  by 
Dixon  for  himself  and  his  assigns,  &c.  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  said 
yearly  rent  at  the  times  and  in  the  manner  above  mentioned ;  and  that 
Dixon  entered  and  was  possessed,  &c. ;  and  that  afterwards,  on  the  28th 
of  March,  1801,  all  the  right,  title,  &c.,  and  term  of  years  then  to  come 
and  unexpired  in  the  said  demised  premises,  vested  by  assignment  in 
the  defendant,  who  by  virtue  thereof  entered,  and  became  and  was  pos- 
sessed for  the  residue  of  the  said  demised  term  then  unexpired ;  and 
then  assigned  a  breach  for  non-payment  of  one  year's  rent,  which  be- 
came due  on  the  20th  September,  1801,  since  the  said  assignment. 
Pleas,  1.  Nbn  est  factum ;  2.  That  all  the  interest  and  title,  &c.,  of 
Dixon  did  not  vest  by  assignment  in  the  defendant;  3.  No  rent  in 
arrear :  on  all  which  issues  were  joined.  The  defendant  then  pleaded, 
4thly,  That  as  to  so  much  of  the  said  supposed  breach  of  covenant 
above  assigned,  as  relates  to  the  non-payment  of  the  sum  of  £52  10s., 
parcel  of  the  said  £105,  of  the  rent  supposed  to  become  due  on  the  29th 
September,  1801,  for  one  half  }-ear  of  the  said  term,  actio  non,  &c., 
because  one  John  Walker,  before  and  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  in- 
denture, &c.,  and  from  thence  until,  upon,  and  after  the  said  29th 
September,  1801,  was  seised  in  fee  of  one  undivided  moiety  of  the  said 
demised  premises,  and  brought  an  ejectment  in  K.  B.  in  Hil.  41  Geo.  3, 
against  the  present  plaintiff  for  the  recovery  of  the  same ;  in  which 
ejectment  the  demise  was  laid  before  any  of  the  said  £52  10s.  parcel  of 
the  rent  aforesaid  became  due,  &c.,  and  such  proceedings  were  after- 
wards had,  &c.,  that  Walker  in  Easter  Term,  41  Geo.  3,  recovered 
judgment  against  the  present  plaintiff  in  the  said  ejectment,  for  the  said 
undivided  moiety  of  the  demised  premises,  and  afterwards,  viz.  on  21st 
of  April,  1801,  sued  out  a  writ  of  habere  facias  possessionem  upon 
the  said  judgment,  under  which  the  sheriff,  before  any  part  of  the 
said  £52  10s.  parcel,  &c.,  became  due,  delivered  possession,  &c.,  to 
"Walker,  who  thereupon  entered  into  the  said  undivided  moiety,  &c., 
and  ejected  the  defendant,  &c.  There  was  a  similar  plea,  stating  gen- 
erally the  paramount  title  of  Walker,  and  his  ejection  of  the  defend- 
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ant  from  one  moiety  of  the  demised  premises.  To  these  there  was  a 
general  demurrer  and  joinder. 

Murryat,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

Lawes,  contra.  Cur.  adv.  vult. 

LOUD  ELLENBOROUGH,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
court :  — 

This  is  an  action  of  covenant  by  the  lessor  against  the  assignee  of  the 
lessee  for  non-pa3*ment  of  a  j'ear's  rent.  Plea  as  to  rent  for  half  a  ye&r 
claimed,  eviction  during  that  time  of  a  moiety  of  the  premises  by  title 
paramount.  To  this  there  is  a  demurrer :  and  the  question  is,  Whether 
the  rent  be  apportionable  in  this  action  of  covenant  b}'  the  lessor  against 
the  assignee  of  the  lessee  ?  It  clearly  is  so  upon  an  action  of  debt,  or 
upon  an  avowry  in  replevin,  by  all  the  authorities :  and  the  only  ques- 
tion is,  Whether  it  be  so  in  covenant?  In  covenant,  as  between  lessor 
and  lessee,  where  the  action  is  personal,  and  upon  a  mere  privity  of 
contract,  and  on  that  account  transitory  as  any  other  personal  contract 
is,  the  rent  is  not  apportionable.  Bro.  Contract,  pi.  16;  Moor,  116; 
Finch's  Law,  lib.  2,  c.  18.  But  an  action  of  covenant  against  an  as- 
signee differs  essential!}7  from  a  mere  covenant  personal :  it  is  in  such 
case  properly  a  real  contract  in  respect  of  the  land  ;  it  is  local  In  its  na- 
ture, and  not  transitory.  In  Barkers.  Darner,  Garth.  183,  it  is  said  to 
be  "  adjudged  in  several  of  our  books  1  that  an  action  of  debt  for  rent 
against  an  assignee  of  a  term  is  local,  and  will  lie  nowhere  but  in  that 
county  where  the  lands  are.  And  the  same  reason  holds  in  covenant 
against  the  assignee ;  for  this  action  as  well  as  that  of  debt  Is  main- 
tainable only  upon  the  privity  of  estate,  and  the  defendant  is  merety 
charged  therebj',  because  it  is  a  covenant  which  runs  with  the  land ; 
for  if  it  had  been  a  collateral  covenant,  the  assignee  would  not  have 
been  bound  by  it ;  and  that  proves  that  the  action  is  local  only  with 
respect  to  the  land."  The  objection  as  to  the  locality  of  this  species  of 
action  of  covenant,  as  against  an  assignee,  was  only  gotten  over  in  the 
case  of  the  Mayor  of  London  against  Cole,  7  Term  Rep.  587,  by  the 
help  of  the  Stat.  16  and  17  Car.  2,  c.  8,  as  being  a  mistrial  cured  by 
verdict.  So  covenant  will  lie  against  the  assignee  of  part  of  an  estate 
for  not  repairing  bis  part ;  u  for  it  is  dividable,  and  follows  the  land," 
with  which  the  defendant  as  assignee  is  chargeable  by  the  common  law, 
or  by  the  Stat.  32  H.  8,  c.  37.  Congham  v.  King,  Cro.  Car.  222. 
Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  we  think  that  the  condition  of  this  assignee 
is  in  point  of  law  different  from  that  of  a  lessee  chargeable  on  the  priv- 
ity of  contract ;  and  being  chargeable  on  the  privity  of  estate,  and  in 
respect  of  the  land,  his  rent  is  upon  principle  apportionable  as  the  rent 
of  a  lessee  is,  or  as  his  rent  would  be  in  an  action  of  debt  or  replevin. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff;  with  leave  to  the  defendant  to  amend 
his  plea,  and  to  plead  it  only  to  one  moiety  of  the  rent.* 

1  Vide  all  the  cases  collected  by  Serjt.  Williams  in  a  note  to  the  case  of  Thursby  v. 
Plant,  1  Saund.  241  b.  —  REP. 

2  But  see  Swansea  v.  T/winas,  10  Q.  B.  D.  48. 
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NEWMAN  u.  ANDERTON. 

COMMON  PLEAS.     1806. 
[Reported  2  B.  &  P.  N.  S.  224.] 

BEPLEVIN.  The  plaintiff  in  his  declaration  complained  that  the  de- 
fendant took  certain  goods  and  chattels  of  the  plaintiff  in  a  bedroom 
and  shop,  and  unjustly  detained  them,  against  sureties  and  pledges. 
The  defendant  avowed  the  taking  in  the  bedroom,  because  "the  plain- 
tiff, for  the  space  of  sixteen  weeks  and  more  next  before,  and  ending, 
&c.,  enjo3"ed  the  said  bedroom  in  which,  &c.,  together  with  a  certain 
other  room  and  apartment,  also  being  in  and  part  and  parcel  of  the  said 
dwelling-house  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  with  certain  furniture  and 
effects  with  which  the  said  bedroom  in  which,  &c.,  and  the  said  other 
room  and  apartment,  with  the  appurtenants,  were  furnished  under  a 
demise  thereof  theretofore  made  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  at 
the  weekly  rent  of  13s.  of  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain  payable 
weekly  on  the  Thursdaj-  in  every  week,  and  during  all  that  time  held 
the  same  of  the  defendant  by  virtue  of  the  said  demise,  as  his  tenant 
thereof."  And  because  £12  were  in  arrear,  avowed  the  taking  and 
pra}"ed  a  return. 

The  plaintiff  took  judgment  for  so  much  as  related  to  the  shop ;  and 
as  to  the  avowry,  pleaded  that  he  did  not  hold  the  said  bedroom  to- 
gether with  the  said  other  room  and  apartment  in  the  said  declaration 
mentioned,  and  certain  furniture  and  effects  with  which  the  said  other 
room  and  apartment  were  furnished  under  a  demise  thereof  theretofore 
made  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  at  the  weekly  rent  of  13s.  pay- 
able on  the  Thursday  in  every  week  in  manner  and  form,  &c. 

On  this  plea  issue  was  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Sir  James  Mansfield,  C.  J.,  at  the  Westminster 
Sittings  after  last  Hilary  Term,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  defendant. 

A  rule  having  been  obtained,  calling  upon  the  defendant  to  show 
cause  why  this  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside,  upon  the  ground  that' 
the  defendant  could  not  be  entitled  to  distrain  for  the  rent  of  ready  fur- 
nished lodgings, 

Vaughan,  Serjt.,  now  showed  cause. 

JBest,  Serjt.,  contra. 

SIK  JAMES  MANSFIELD,  C.  J.  Cases  like  this  must  have  very  often 
occurred,  and  yet  it  does  not  appear  that  the  right  of  distress  has  ever 
before  been  called  in  question.  The  difficulty  of  the  case  consists  in 
this,  that  in  London  and  other  towns  it  scarcely  ever  happens  that  any 
house  is  let  without  some  goods  being  let  with  it,  and  yet  one  rent  is 
always  reserved.  In  the  case  of  a  brewhouse  it  is  common  to  let  the 
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utensils  with  it,  and  yet  I  never  beard  it  doubted  tbat  tbe  landlord 
migbt  distrain  lor  rent.  Whether  the  goods  be  worth  five  shillings  or 
five  hundred  pounds,  the  case  must  be  the  same.  We  will  inquire  into 
the  matter,  and  give  our  opinion  in  a  few  days.  Cur.  adv.  vult. 

On  this  day  SIR  JAMES  MANSFIELD,  C.  J.,  said :  Upon  this  question 
no  authorities  have  been  cited  either  on  the  one  side  or  the  other.  But 
it  must  occur  constantly  that  the  value  of  demised  premises  is  increased 
by  the  goods  upon  the  premises,  and  yet  the  rent  reserved  still  contin- 
ues to  issue  out  of  the  house  or  laud,  and  not  out  of  the  goods  ;  for  rent 
cannot  issue  out  of  goods.  In  Spencer's  Case,  5  Co.  17,  it  is  resolved 
that  if  a  man  lease  sheep  or  other  stock  of  cattle,  or  any  other  personal 
goods,  for  any  time,  and  the  lessee  covenants  for  him  and  his  assigns  at 
the  end  of  the  time  to  deliver  the  like  cattle  or  goods  as  good  as  the 
things  letten  were,  or  such  price  for  them,  and  the  lessee  assigns  the 
sheep  over,  this  covenant  shall  not  bind  the  assignee ;  for  it  is  but  a 
personal  contract;  and  it  is  added  "  the  same  law,  if  a  man  demises  a 
house  and  land  for  3'ears  with  a  stock  or  sum  of  mone}',  rendering  rent, 
and  the  lessee  covenants  for  him,  his  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  to  deliver  the  stock  or  sum  of  money  at  the  end  of  the  term, 
yet  the  assignee  shall  not  be  charged  with  this  covenant,  for  although 
the  rent  reserved  was  increased  in  respect  of  the  stock  or  sum,  yet  the 
rent  did  not  issue  out  of  the  stock  or  sum,  but  out  of  the  land  only." 
The  material  words  in  that  resolution  are  those  which  declare  that 
where  land  is  leased  with  stock  upon  it,  the  rent  still  continues  to  issue 
out  of  the  land  only.  In  that  case,  therefore,  as  well  as  any  other,  the 
person  to  whom  the  rent  is  due  may  distrain  for  the  same  ;  and  conse- 
quently the  landlord  here,  who  was  not  paid  his  rent,  has  pursued  his 
legal  remedy  of  distress,  though  the  rent  issued  out  of  ready  furnished 
lodgings.  Rule  discharged. 


WEBB   y.  JIGGS. 
KING'S  BENCH.     1815. 
[Reported  4  M.  <fc  S.  113.] 

DEBT.  The  plaintiff  declares  that  one  J.  Webb  was  seised  in  fee  of 
certain  lands  at  Iver,  in  Buckinghamshire,  and  being  so  seised,  b}*  his 
will,  duly  executed  according  to  the  Statute,  gave  and  bequeathed  to 
the  plaintiff  an  annuity  or  yearly  rent  of  £10  to  be  issuing  and  payable 
yearly  and  every  year  during  the  life  of  the  defendant  Martha  out  of 
the  said  lands,  and  also  gave  and  bequeathed  the  said  lands  to  the  said 
Martha  and  her  assigns  for  her  life,  she  paying  thereout  in  manner 
aforesaid  to  the  plaintiff  the  said  annuity  or  yearly  rent,  and  afterwards 
the  said  J.  Webb  died,  and  his  will  was  duly  proved,  whereupon  the 
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said  Martha  became  seised  as  of  freehold  for  her  life  of  the  said  lands, 
and  the  plaintiff  became  entitled  to  the  said  annuity  or  yearly  rent,  and 
afterwards  the  said  Martha  married  the  other  defendant  Jiggs,  whereby 
they  became  seised  of  the  lauds  as  of  freehold  in  right  of  the  said 
Martha  for  her  life,  and  so  the  plaintiff  avers  that  while  they  were  so 
seised,  and  were  the  pernors  of  the  profits  thereof,  £75  of  the  said 
annuity  or  yearly  rent,  for  seven  years  and  a  half,  ending  on  the  25th 
of  March  1814,  became  due  from  the  defendants  as  the  pernors,  and 
still  is  in  arrear  and  unpaid,  whereby  actio  accredit,  SfC. 
Demurrer.  Joinder. 
Richardson,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

Gifford,  contra.  Cur.  adv.  vult. 

LORD  ELLENBOROUGH,  C.  J.,  on  this  da\r  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
court.  After  stating  the  pleadings,  His  Lordship  said :  This  demurrer 
was  argued  at  our  sittings  before  Hilaiy  Term  in  Serjeants'  Inn  Hall, 
when  it  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  in  support  of  the 
demurrer,  that  at  the  common  law  an  action  of  debt  will  not  lie  for  a 
rent  or  annuity  in  fee,  in  tail,  or  for  life,  while  it  continues  a  freehold 
interest.  And  this  position  was  not  denied  on  the  other  side,  but  it 
was  contended  that  it  applied  only  to  legal  common  law  estates,  and 
not  to  devises  by  will ;  and  what  appears  to  have  been  said  by  Holt,  C.  J., 
in  Ewer  v.  Jones,  reported  in  2  Ld.  Kay.  937,  Salk.  415,  and  6  Mod. 
26,  27,  was  relied  on  ;  viz.,  "  That  a  devisee  may  maintain  an  action  at 
common  law  against  the  terre-tenant  for  a  legacy  devised  payable  out 
of  land.  For  where  a  Statute,  as  the  Statute  of  Wills,  32  &  34  H.  8, 
gives  a  man  a  right,  he  shall  have  an  action  to  recover  it  of  conse- 
quence ;  because  his  right  is  created  by  Act  of  Parliament."  But  what 
Lord  Holt  is  there  stated  to  have  said  does  not  reach  this  objection  ;  it 
is  said  only  generally  of  a  legacy  or  sum  of  money,  not  of  an  annuity 
or  rent  for  life,  in  tail,  or  in  fee ;  and  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  in  the 
case  of  a  legacy  payable  out  of  land,  unless  the  legatee  had  his  remedy 
by  action  of  debt,  founded  on  the  Statute,  he  would  be  wholly  without 
remedy  in  the  courts  of  common  law  ;  whereas  the  annuitant  would  not 
be  remediless,  but  would  have  an  assise  to  recover  his  annuity.  And 
no  authority  has  been  stated  where  the  general  rule  of  law,  which  ex- 
cludes the  action  of  debt  as  a  remedy  for  rent  or  annuity  in  fee,  in  tail, 
or  for  life,  has  been  confined  to  annuities  or  rents  created  by  common 
law  conveyances,  as  contradistinguished  from  annuity  or  rents  created 
by  devise,  nor  does  there  seem  any  reason  for  making  the  distinction. 
It  was  next  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  that  this  case  was 
within  the  provisions  of  the  4th  section  of  Stat.  8  Ann.  c.  14,  "  for  the 
better  security  of  rents,  and  to  prevent  frauds  by  tenants ; "  but  the 
language  both  of  the  title  of  the  Act,  and  of  the  enacting  clause, 
shows  that  the  Legislature  contemplated  only  the  case  of  rent  due  from 
a  tenant,  holding  by  lease  or  demise  under  his  landlord,  — -which  is  not 
this  case  ;  this  being  the  case  of  two  distinct  and  independent  devises, 
of  the  land  to  one  person  for  life,  and  to  another  of  au  annuity  issuing 
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out  of  the  same  for  the  life  of  the  devisee  of  the  land,  created  by  the 
will  of  one  and  the  same  devisor,  and  without  any  such  original  priv- 
ity between  the  devisee  of  the  land  charged  with  the  annuity,  and 
the  devisee  of  the  annuity  charged  thereupon,  as  subsists  between  a 
lessor  and  his  lessee.  We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  action  of 
debt  is  not  maintainable  on  the  ground  of  this  Stat.  of  Ann.  c.  14,  any 
more  than  it  is  upon  the  other  ground  already  considered. 


MILNES   v.   BRANCH. 
KING'S  BENCH.     1816. 
[Reported  5  J/.  <fr  S.  411.] 

COVENANT.  The  plaintiffs  declare,  that,  by  indenture  of  the  20th  of 
June,  1805,  between  one  Joshua  Barnsley,  of  the  first  part,  one  J.  Rob- 
inson, a  trustee  for  J.  Barnsley,  of  the  second,  the  defendant  of  the 
third,  and  one  J.  Jackson,  a  trustee  for  the  defendant,  of  the  fourth 
(reciting  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  whereby  a  plot  of  land  was 
conveyed  to  one  P.  Hope,  and  the  said  J  Barnsley,  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  as  to  one  undivided  moiety,  to  the  use  of  such  person  and  per- 
sons, and  for  such  estate,  &c.,  as  P.  Hope  should,  by  deed  in  writing, 
dul}'  executed,  &c.,  limit  or  appoint,  and,  in  default  of  such  appoint- 
ment, after  the  decease  of  P.  Hope,  to  the  use  of  the  right  heirs  of 
P.  Hope  forever ;  and  as  to  the  other  undivided  moiety,  to  the  like  use, 
with  respect  to  J.  Barnsley  ;  subject  to  the  j'earlj*  rent  of  £42,  payable 
to  the  relessors  ;  and  reciting  also  other  indentures  of  lease  and  release, 
whereb}'  the  said  P.  Hope  limited  and  appointed  to  J.  Barnsley  and 
J.  Robinson,  and  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  J.  Barnsley,  his  undivided 
moiety  in  the  plot  of  land,  and  also  in  four  messuages,  then  lately  built 
thereon,  in  trust,  as  to  the  estate  of  J.  Robinson,  for  J.  Barnsley,  his 
heirs  and  assigns  forever,  subject  to  the  rent  covenants,  &c.,  reserved 
and  contained  in  the  former  release  ;  and  further  reciting  that  the  de- 
fendant had  contracted  with  J.  Barnsley  for  the  purchase  of  the  plot  of 
land  and  messuages,  subject  to  the  yearty  chief  rent  of  £86  3s.  3d.),  the 
said  J.  Barnsley,  by  virtue  of  the  said  power,  limited  and  appointed  one 
undivided  moiety  in  the  plot  of  land  and  messuages,  to  remain  to  the 
defendant  and  J.  Jackson,  their  heirs  and  assigns  forever ;  and  for  the 
further  assuring  the  same,  and  to  conve}'  and  assure  the  other  undivided 
moiety,  and  in  consideration  of  the  3'early  rent  and  covenants,  &c.,  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  to  be  paid  and  performed,  and  also  of  5s.  paid  by  the  defend- 
ant to  J.  Robinson,  J.  Barnsle}1,  and  J.  Robinson  (according  to  their 
several  estates)  the  said  J.  Barnsley  did  grant,  bargain,  sell,  alien,  en- 
feoff,  and  confirm  to  the  defendant  and  J.  Jackson,  and  the  heirs  and 
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assigns  of  the  defendant,  all  that  plot  of  land,  &c.,  and  six  messuages 
built  thereon,  &c.,  and  the  reversion  and  reversions,  remainder  and 
remainders,  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof,  and  all  the  estate,  right, 
title,  &c.,  of  them  the  said  J.  Barnsley  and  J.  Robinson,  habendum  to 
the  defendant  and  J.  Jackson,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  to  the  use,  intent, 
and  purpose,  that  J.  Barnsle}'  and  J.  Robinson,  their  heirs  and  assigns, 
might  have,  receive,  and  take,  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  J.  Barnsley  and 
J.  Robinson,  and  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  J.  Barnsley  (nevertheless,  as 
to  the  estate  of  J.  Robinson,  in  trust  only  for  J.  Barnsley,  his  heirs  and 
assigns  forever),  the  clear  yearly  rent  of  £86  3s.  3d.  to  be  issuing  out 
of  the  premises,  by  equal  half-yearly  payments  on  the  24th  of  June  and 
25th  of  December,  with  power  of  distress  and  entry  for  recovery  thereof, 
to  J.  Barnsley  and  J.  Robinson,  and  subject  to  the  above  rent,  and 
powers  for  recovery  thereof,  to  the  use  of  the  defendant  and  J. 
Jackson,  and  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  the  defendant,  forever  (never- 
theless as  to  the  estate  of  J.  Jackson,  in  trust  only  for  the  defendant, 
and  his  heirs  and  assigns),  and  the  defendant  did  for  himself,  his  heirs, 
executors,  and  administrators,  covenant  with  J.  Barnsley  and  J.  Robin- 
son, and  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  J.  Barnsle}-,  that  he,  his  heirs  or 
assigns,  would  pay  to  J.  Barnsley  and  J.  Robinson,  and  the  heirs  and 
assigns  of  J.  Barnsley  forever,  the  said  }*early  rent,  and  also  that  he, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  would,  within  one  }'ear  next  ensuing  the  date  of 
the  indenture,  erect,  build,  and  finish,  in  a  good  and  substantial  man- 
ner, and  forever  support  and  maintain,  upon  the  plot  of  land,  one  or 
more  messuages  or  other  buildings,  of  good  brick  or  stone,  or  both,  set 
in  good  lime  mortar,  and  covered  with  slates,  which  at  the  time  of  fin- 
ishing, and  at  all  times  thereafter,  should,  together  with  the  messuages 
conveyed,  be  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  double  the  3'early  rent  thereby 
reserved,  at  the  least,  over  and  above  all  reprises,  and,  in  case  of  fire, 
tempest,  destruction,  or  decay,  should  rebuild  the  same,  so  that  at  all 
times,  forever,  the  buildings  then  erected  and  to  be  erected,  should 
continue  of  the  clear  3'early  value  of  double  the  3'early  rent  thereby 
reserved  at  the  least,  for  the  better  security  of  the  yearly  rent  therebj* 
reserved ;  and  J.  Barnsley  and  J.  Robinson  constituted  their  attorney, 
to  deliver  seisin  to  the  defendant  and  J.  Jackson,  according  to  the  in- 
denture, which  was  accordingly  done  And  J.  Barnsley  and  J.  Rob- 
inson being  so  seised  of  the  rent  aforesaid,  within  one  year  next 
ensuing  the  date  of  the  said  indenture,  viz.,  on  the  24th  of  June,  1805, 
by  indenture  of  that  date,  demised  to  the  plaintiffs,  their  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  the  said  rent  of  £86  3s.  3d.,  and  all  their 
interest  in  the  same  for  1000  years.  And  the  plaintiffs  assign  for 
breach  a  year's  rent  in  arrear  on  the  24th  of  June,  1814,  and  also  that 
the  defendant  or  his  assigns,  did  not,  within  one  year  next  ensuing  the 
date  of  the  first-mentioned  indenture,  nor  at  any  other  time,  erect,  build, 
or  finish,  in  a  good  and  substantial  manner,  or  otherwise  howsoever, 
upon  the  plot  of  land  or  any  part  thereof,  one  or  more  messuages,  &c.,- 
which  at  the  time  of  finishing  was  or  were,  or  at  any  times  thereafter 
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hath  or  Lave  been  with  the  other  messuages  conveyed  of  the  clear 
yearly  value  of  double  the  yearly  rent  at  the  least,  &c. 

The  defendant  prayed  oyer  of  the  indenture,  and  demurred  to  the 
declaration.  Joinder. 

Richardson,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

Littledale,  contra. 

LORD  ELLENBOROUGH,  C.  J.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  the  lan- 
guage of  Lord  Holt,  as  to  the  right  of  the  assignee  of  the  rent  to  have 
covenant,  was  extra  judicial ;  and  putting  aside  that  dictum,  I  do  not 
find  any  authority  to  warrant  the  position  that  this  covenant  runs  with 
the  rent  I  do  not  see  how  the  analogy,  as  it  regards  covenants  which 
run  with  the  land,  is  to  be  applied,  unless  it  be  shown  that  this  is  land ; 
it  might  as  well  be  applied  to  any  covenant  respecting  a  matter  merety 
personal.  The  Stat.  H.  8  recites  that,  at  common  law,  such  only  as  are 
parties  or  privies  to  an}*  covenant  can  take  advantage  of  it :  here  is 
neither  privity  of  contract  nor  privity  of  estate ;  the  rent  is  reserved 
out  of  the  original  estate. 

BATLEY,  J.  I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  The  argument  for 
the  plaintiffs  loses  sight  of  the  conveyance  by  which  this  rent  is  created. 
It  is  incorrect  to  state  it  as  a  rent  charge  granted  by  the  owner  of  the 
fee ;  it  being  a  conveyance  in  fee  by  Barnsley  and  Robinson  to  the  de- 
fendant to  certain  uses,  one  of  which  is  that  they  shall  receive  the  rent ; 
so  that  the  rent  arises  out  of  the  estate  of  the  feoffors.  It  is  therefore 
not  a  grant  by  the  owner  of  the  fee,  and  the  covenant  is  a  covenant  in 
gross. 

ABBOTT,  J.,  concurred. 

HOLROYD,  J.,  having  been  of  counsel  in  the  case,  declined  giving  any 
judgment.  Judgment  for  the  defendant.1 


PARMENTER  v.  WEBBER. 

COMMON  PLEAS.     1818. 

[Reported  8  Taunt.  593.] 

REPLEVIN  for  taking  the  plaintiffs  goods  and  cattle.  Avowries: 
First,  for  a  year's  rent  due  to  the  defendant  from  the  plaintiff  at  Lady- 
day,  1816.  Second,  for  £42  10s.,  the  amount  of  half  a  year's  rent  due 
on  that  day.  Plea  in  bar  to  both,  non  tenuit ;  and  issue  thereon.  At 
the  trial  before  Wood,  B.,  at  the  last  Essex  Assizes,  a  verdict  was  taken 
for  the  defendant  on  the  second  avowry  for  £42  10s.,  the  value  of  the 
goods  distrained,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon  a  case  of 
which  the  following  is  the  substance. 

The  defendant  being  in  the  occupation  of  two  farms,  of  one  as  lessee 

1  The  benefit  of  a  covenant  to  pay  a  fee-farm  rent  has  often  been  allowed  to  run  in 
the  United  States.  Scott  v.  Lunt,  7  Pot.  596  (1833)  ;  Streaper  v.  Fisher,  1  Rawle,  155 
(1829) ;  Van  Rensselaer  v.  Read,  26  N.  Y.  558  (1863)  ;  Tyler  v.  Heidorn,  46  Barb.  439 
(1866).  But  see  Van  Rensselaer  v.  Plainer,  2  Johns.  Cas.  24. 

See  cases  under  Covenants  running  with  the  Land,  ante,  pp.  439  et  seqq. 
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to  Lord  Petre,  and  of  the  other  as  lessee  to  the  Rev.  M.  Boskell,  on 
the  20th  September,  1814,  an  agreement  in  writing,  dated  on  that  day 
and  stamped  with  a  £2  stamp,  was  entered  into  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant,  by  which  "  the  plaintiff  was  to  have  the  two  farms 
during  the  leases  of  the  same,  the  plaintiff  to  remain  tenant  to  the  de- 
fendant during  the  leases."  The  agreement  then  stated  the  rents, 
rates,  and  taxes,  and  provided,  that  should  the  property  tax  be  taken 
off,  it  should  be  taken  off  from  the  plaintiff,  he  agreeing  to  pay  to  the 
defendant  £200  for  the  fallows,  dung,  and  improvements.  The  defend- 
ant was  to  pay  all  rates,  rents,  and  taxes  up  to  Michaelmas,  1814,  and 
the  plaintiff  agreed  to  farm  according  to  the  tenor  of  the  leases,  and 
for  every  default,  to  pay  according  to  the  forfeiture  of  the  leases.  The 
rent  was  to  be  paid  half-yearly,  at  Lady-day  and  Michaelmas.  The 
plaintiff  was  to  take  possession  on  or  before  Michaelmas-day  then  next, 
or  to  forfeit  £50 ;  and  if  the  defendant  refused  to  comply,  he  was  to 
forfeit  £50.  At  the  leaving  of  the  farms,  the  plaintiff  was  to  be  paid 
for  the  fallows  and  dung.  The  plaintiff  paid  the  £200  mentioned  in  the 
agreement :  possession  of  the  farms  was  given  to  him  by  the  defendant 
at  Michaelmas,  1814 ;  and  one  year's  rent  afterwards  growing  due,  had 
been  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant.  It  was  contended  at  the 
trial,  that  the  agreement  operated  as  an  absolute  assignment  by  the 
defendant  to  the  plaintiff  of  all  the  defendant's  interest  in  the  farms ; 
and  that,  therefore,  the  defendant,  having  no  reversion  left  in  him, 
could  not  legally  distrain. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was,  whether  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover.  If  the  court  should  be  of  that  opinion,  then  a 
verdict  was  to  be  entered  for  him,  with  nominal  damages ;  if  not,  the 
verdict  for  the  defendant  was  to  stand. 

J3est,  Serjt.,  for  the  defendant. 

Blosset,  contra. 

DALLAS,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  instrument  in  question 
amounts  to  an  absolute  assignment  of  the  defendant's  interest  in  the  two 
farms ;  and  that,  therefore,  this  distress  cannot  be  supported.  In  the 

case  in  Wilson  [ v.  Cooper,  2  Wills.  375],  the  defendant  avowed 

under  a  distress  for  rent  due  from  the  plaintiff  to  him  upon  an  assign- 
ment of  a  lease  of  a  term  for  years  to  the  plaintiff;  and  the  question  was, 
Whether  that  was  a  rent  for  which  a  distress  would  lie?  Though  there 
was  a  rent  reserved  upon  that  instrument,  the  court  held  that  the  as- 
signor, having  granted  all  his  estate  in  the  term,  could  not  distrain  ;  and 
in  giving  their  judgment,  referred  to  Brooke's  Abridgment,  tit.  Dette, 
pi.  39,  where  the  Year  Book,  43  Edw.  3,  4,  is  cited  for  the  following 
proposition  :  "  If  a  man  hath  a  term  for  3*ears,  and  grants  all  his  estate 
of  the  term,  rendering  certain  rent,  he  cannot  distrain  if  the  rent  be  in 
arrear."  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment 

PARK  and  BURROUGH,  JJ.,  of  the  same  opinion. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. l 

i  See  Preece  v.  Carrie,  5  Bing.  24  ;  The  King  v.  Wilson,  5  M.  &  Ryl.  140,  157-162 
note. 
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FAREWELL   t>.   DICKENSON. 

KING'S  BENCH.     1827. 

[Reported  Q  B.  <k  C.  251.] 

Tnis  was  an  action  of  debt  for  rent,  tried  before  Bayley,  J.,  at  the 
last  sittings  in  this  term  for  Westminster.  The  declaration  alleged  a 
demise  of  "a  messuage  land  and  premises  with  the  appurtenances." 
The  plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  amount  of  rent  due,  put  in 
evidence  an  agreement  dated  the  20th  of  September,  1825,  between 
J.  M.  Farewell,  the  late  husband  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant, 
which  described  the  propert}'  demised  as  being  "  a  messuage  or  tene- 
ment, stable,  and  outbuildings,  with  the  cottage,  garden  land,  and 
appurtenances  belonging  thereto,  together  with  the  furniture,  utensils, 
and  implements."  The  learned  judge  considering  the  agreement  as  an 
entire  contract  for  the  rent  of  the  house,  &c.,  with  the  furniture,  &c., 
held  the  variance  fatal,  and  nonsuited  the  plaintiff',  but  gave  him  leave 
to  apply  to  the  court  to  set  aside  the  nonsuit,  and  enter  a  verdict  for 
£120.  A  rule  nisi  for  that  purpose  was  obtained  by  Howe,  who  relied 
on  Spencer's  Case,  5  Co.  17 ;  Emott  v.  Cole,  Cro.  Eliz.  255  ;  Newman 
v.  Anderton,  2  New  Rep.  224 ;  Walsh  v.  Pemberton,  Selw.  N.  P.  6th 
edit  616,  to  show  that  no  portion  of  the  rent  issued  out  of  the  furni- 
ture, but  that  the  whole  issued  out  of  the  land,  and  therefore  the  demise 
was  well  laid  as  a  demise  of  the  house,  &c. 

Chitty  showed  cause  on  the  last  da}'  of  the  term. 

Howe  was  stopped  by  the  court. 

PER  CURIAM.  It  appeared  that  the  furniture  was  one  of  the  things 
demised.  But  in  point  of  law  the  rent  issued  out  of  the  real  property, 
and  not  out  of  the  furniture.  It  was  sufficient,  therefore,  for  the  plain- 
tiff to  allege  and  prove  a  demise  of  the  real  property  out  of  which  the 
rent  claimed  issued,  and  the  rule  for  entering  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
must  be  made  absolute.  Rule  absolute.1 


BUSZARD  v.   CAPEL. 

KING'S  BENCH.     1828. 

[Reported  8  B.  <k  C.  141.] 

TROVER  for  two  barges ;  first  count  on  the  possession  of  the  bank- 
rupt, second  count  on  the  possession  of  the  assignees.  Plea,  Not  guilt}1. 
At  the  trial  before  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  at  the  London  Sittings  after 

1  But  see  Newton  v.  Wilson,  8  Hen.  &  Munf.  470 ;  Mickle  v.  Miles,  31  Pa.  20 ; 
Fetter's  Appeal,  99  Pa.  62. 
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Trinity  Term,  1827,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  of  Not  guilty  on  the  first 
count ;  and  on  the  second  a  special  verdict,  stating,  as  to  the  grievances 
in  that  count  mentioned,  that,  at  the  time  of  making  the  distress 
thereinafter  mentioned,  W.  R.  Jones  and  G.  Jones  had  become  bank- 
rupts, and  the  plaintiffs  had  been  chosen  and  appointed  their  assignees ; 
that  the  plaintiffs,  as  such  assignees,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  mak- 
ing of  the  distress  thereinafter  mentioned,  were  lawfulh-  possessed,  as 
of  their  property  as  such  assignees,  of  the  barges  thereinafter  men- 
tioned to  have  been  taken  and  distrained  by  the  defendants  ;  and  that 
by  an  indenture  dated  the  9th  of  March,  1816,  and  made  before  W.  R. 
Jones  and  G.  Jones,  or  either  of  them,  became  bankrupts,  between  one 
T.  Brown  of  the  one  part,  and  the  bankrupts  of  the  other  part,  Brown 
demised,  leased,  &c.  to  the  bankrupts  all  that  wharf,  ground,  and  prem- 
ises next  the  River  Thames,  and  also  all  that  capital  brick  built  ware- 
house of  three  floors  erected  and  built  thereon,  abutting  north  on  the 
River  Thames,  east  on  premises  in  the  occupation  of  T.  Flockton,  south 
on  the  street  cartway  and  common  highway  leading  from  Pickle  Herring 
Stairs  to  Horsley  Down  Stairs,  and  west  on  the  Five  Footway  or  Little 
Wharf  for  landing  goods,  and  certain  other  premises  in  the  indenture 
more  particular!}-  mentioned,  together  with  free  liberty  for  them  the 
bankrupts,  their  executors,  &c.  during  that  demise,  to  land  and  load 
goods,  &c.  in  common  with  the  rest  of  the  tenants  of  Brown,  at  the  said 
Five  Footway  or  Little  Wharf  fronting  the  River  Thames,  together  with 
all  cellars,  ways,  paths,  passages,  lights,  easements,  profits,  commodi- 
ties, and  appurtenances  whatsoever  to  the  said  wharf,  ground,  ware- 
house, and  premises,  or  any  of  them,  belonging  or  appertaining ; 
habendum,  the  same  premises,  with  their  and  every  of  their  appurte- 
nances, unto  the  bankrupts,  their  executors,  &c.,  from  the  23d  March 
then  past  for  the  term  of  thirteen  years,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  £555,  by 
equal  quarterly  payments,  payable  to  Brown,  and  after  his  death  to  the 
person  who  should  be  entitled  to  the  freehold  of  the  premises.  The 
special  verdict  then  stated,  that  by  the  indenture  the  exclusive  use  of 
the  land  of  the  River  Thames  opposite  to  and  in  front  of  the  said  wharf 
ground  between  high  and  low  water  mark,  as  well  when  covered  with 
water  as  dry,  for  the  accommodation  of  the  tenants  of  the  wharf,  was 
demised  as  appurtenant  to  the  said  wharf  ground  and  premises,  but  that 
the  land  itself  between  high  and  low  water  mark  was  not  demised ;  that 
on  the  12th  of  November,  1826,  the  sum  of  £565  of  the  rent  was  in  arrear 
and  unpaid  ;  and  that  on  that  day,  and  at  the  time  of  making  the  distress 
thereinafter  mentioned,  the  two  barges,  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs 
as  such  assignees,  were  attached  by  ropes  head  and  stern  to  the  wharf 
ground  aforesaid,  and  were  lying  and  being  on  that  part  of  the  River 
Thames  opposite  to  and  in  front  of  the  said  wharf  ground  and  premises, 
and  between  high  and  low  water  mark,  the  exclusive  use  of  which  was 
demised  as  aforesaid;  that  the  defendants  on  the  said  12th  November 
as  the  bailiffs  of  the  person  who  was  then  entitled  to  the  freehold  of  the 
•wharf  and  premises,  and  was  duly  authorized  by  law  to  distrain  for  the 
VOL.  ii. — 44 
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arrears,  seized  and  took  the  two  barges  as  a  distress  for  the  arrears  of 
rent,  and  shortly  afterwards  sold  and  disposed  thereof  to  satisfy  such 
arrears.  This  case  was  argued  on  a  former  day  in  this  term  by 

Richards,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Starr,  contra.  Cur.  adv.  vult. 

LORD  TENTERDEN,  C.  J.  It  is  difficult  to  understand  what  is  really 
meant  by  that  part  of  the  finding  of  the  jur}*,  "  that  the  exclusive  use  of 
the  land  of  the  River  Thames  opposite  to  and  in  front  of  the  said  wharf 
ground  between  high  and  low  water  mark,  as  well  when  covered  with 
•water  as  dry,  for  the  accommodation  of  the  tenants  of  the  wharf,  was 
demised  as  appurtenant  to  the  said  wharf  ground  and  premises ;  but 
that  the  land  itself  between  high  and  low  water  mark  was  not  demised." 
And  it  is  difficult  to  understand  how  the  exclusive  use  could  be  demised 
and  the  land  not;  but  in  either  case  the  distress  cannot  be  supported. 
If  the  meaning  of  this  finding  be  that  the  land  itself  was  demised  as 
appurtenant  to  the  wharf,  that  would  be  a  finding  that  one  piece  of  land 
was  appurtenant  to  another,  which,  in  point  of  law,  cannot  be.  If,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  meaning  be  that  the  use  and  enjo3rment  of  this  land 
passed  as  appurtenant,  that  would  be  a  mere  privilege  or  easement, 
and  the  rent  would  not  issue  out  of  that ;  the  landlord,  therefore,  could 
not  distrain  there  for  rent  issuing  out  of  the  land  in  respect  of  which 
the  easement  or  privilege  had  its  existence.  That  is  understood  to  be 
the  law  of  the  land,  and  an  Act  of  Parliament  was  passed  to  remedy 
this  inconvenience  as  far  as  rights  of  common  were  concerned.  Taking 
the  finding  of  the  jury  in  either  sense,  the  defendant  had  no  right  to 
distrain  on  the  premises  in  question,  and  the  judgment  of  the  court 
must  be  for  the  plaintiffs.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 


PRESCOTT  v.  BOUCHER. 
KING'S  BENCH.     1832. 
[Reported  3  B.  A  Ad.  849.] 

REPLEVIN.  Avowry  b}'  the  defendant  as  executor  of  the  last  will  and 
testament  of  William  Boucher,  deceased,  stated  that  the  plaintiff  from 
the  25th  of  March,  1829,  until  and  after  the  25th  of  March,  1830,  and 
from  thence  until  and  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  said  W.  Boucher, 
held  and  enjoyed  the  premises  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  &c.,  as 
tenant  to  W.  Boucher  by  virtue  of  a  demise  thereof  to  him  the  defend- 
ant theretofore  made  at  the  yearly  rent  of  £70,  and  because  £70  of  the 
rent  for  the  space  of  one  j*ear  ending  on  the  26th  of  March,  1830,  was 
due,  and  unpaid  until  and  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  W.  Boucher,  and 
from  thence  until  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  continued  in  arrear 
from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  as  such  executor,  he  the  defendant 
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as  such  executor  avowed,  &c.  Plea  in  bar  by  the  plaintiff,  that  the 
said  W.  Boucher  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  demise  in  the 
avowry  mentioned,  and  from  thence  until  and  at  the  titne  of  his  death, 
was  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee  of  and  in  the  said  premises,  in 
which,  &c.,  and  that  the  said  demise  under  which  the  plaintiff  held  and 
enjoyed  the  same,  &c.,  at  the  yearly  rent  in  the  avowry  mentioned, 
was  a  certain  demise  thereof,  heretofore,  to  wit  on  the  25th  of  March, 
1825,  made  by  the  said  W.  Boucher,  in  his  lifetime  to  the  plaintiff  for  a 
term  of  years  still  unexpired,  to  wit,  the  term  of  seven  years.  General 
demurrer  and  joinder.  This  case  was  argued  in  last  Easter  Term.1 

FoUett,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

Crowder,  contra. 

Cur.  ado.  vult. 

LORD  TEXTERDEN,  C.  J.,  in  the  course  of  this  [Trinity]  term  deliv- 
ered the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  question  raised  upon  this  record  is  this,  Whether  the  executor  of 
a  person  who  was  seised  in  fee  of  land  and  demised  it  for  a  term  of 
3'ears,  reserving  a  rent,  can  distrain  for  the  arrears  of  such  rent,  ac- 
crued in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator?  At  common  law  it  is  clear  that  he 
could  not  so  distrain,  and  his  power  to  do  so,  if  he  has  an}*,  must  be 
derived  from  the  provisions  of  the  Statute  32  H.  8,  c.  37,  §  1. 

The  preamble  of  that  Statute  is  material  because  the  enacting  part  of 
the  first  section  has  no  words  distinctly  describing  the  persons  whose 
executors  are  empowered  to  distrain  ;  but  refers  to  the  preamble  by  the 
word  "  such." 

The  preamble  and  first  section  of  the  Act  are  as  follows  :  "  Forasmuch 
as  by  the  order  of  the  common  law,  the  executors,  or  administrators  of 
tenants  in  fee  simple,  tenants  in  fee  tail,  and  tenants  for  term  of  lives, 
of  rents  services,  rent  charges,  rents  seeks,  and  fee  farms,  have  no 
remedy  to  recover  such  arrearages  of  the  said  rents  or  fee  farms,  as 
were  due  unto  the  testators  in  their  lives,  nor  yet  the  heirs  of  such 
testatpr,  nor  any  person  having  the  reversion  of  his  estate  after  his 
decease,  may  distrain,  or  have  anjT  lawful  action  to  levy  any  such 
arrearages  of  rents  or  fee  farms,  due  unto  him  in  his  life  as  is  aforesaid  ; 
by  reason  whereof,  the  tenants  of  the  demesne  of  such  lands,  tenements 
or  hereditaments,  out  of  the  which  such  rents  were  due  and  paA-able, 
who  of  right  ought  to  pay  their  rents  and  farms  at  such  days  and  terms 
as  they  were  due,  do  many  times  keep,  hold,  and  retain  such  arrearages 
in  their  own  hands,  so  that  the  executors  and  administrators  of  the  per- 
sons to  whom  such  rents  or  fee  farms  were  due,  cannot  have  or  come  by 
the  said  arrearages  of  the  same,  towards  the  payment  of  the  debts  and 
performance  of  the  will  of  the  said  testators :  for  remedy  whereof  be  it 
enacted,  &c.,  that  the  executors  and  administrators  of  every  such  per- 
son or  persons,  unto  whom  an}r  such  rent  or  fee  farm  is  or  shall  be  due, 
and  not  paid  at  the  time  of  his  death,  shall  and  may  have  an  action  of 
debt  for  all  such  arrearages,  against  the  tenant  or  tenants  that  ought  to 
1  Before  LORD  TENTERDEN,  C.  J.,  LITTLEDALE,  PARKE,  and  PATTESOX,  JJ. 
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have  paid  the  said  rent  or  fee  farms  so  being  behind  in  the  life  of  their 
testator,  or  against  the  executors  and  administrators  of  the  said  tenants  ; 
and  also  furthermore,  it  shall  be  lawful  to  every  such  executor  and  ad- 
ministrator of  any  such  person  or  persons  unto  whom  such  rent  or  fee 
farm  is  or  shall  be  due,  and  not  paid  at  the  time  of  his  death  as  is 
aforesaid,  to  distrain  for  the  arrearages  of  all  such  rents  and  fee  farms, 
upon  the  lands,  tenements,  and  other  hereditaments,  which  were  charged 
•with  the  payment  of  such  rents  or  fee  farms,  and  chargeable  to  the  dis- 
tress of  the  said  testator,  so  long  as  the  said  lands,  tenements,  or  here- 
ditaments continue,  remain  and  be  in  the  seisin,  or  possession  of  the  said 
tenant  in  demesne  who  ought  immediately  to  have  paid  the  said  rent  or 
fee  farm  so  being  behind,  to  the  said  testator  in  his  life,  or  in  the  seisin 
or  possession  of  an}'  other  person  or  persons  claiming  the  said  lands, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments,  onh'  by  and  from  the  same  tenant  by 
purchase,  gift,  or  descent,  in  like  manner  and  form,  as  their  said  testa- 
tor might  or  ought  to  have  done  in  his  lifetime,  and  the  said  executors 
and  administrators  shall,  for  the  same  distress,  lawfully  make  avowry 
upon  their  matter  aforesaid." 

Looking  at  these  words  independent!}*  of  decided  cases,  it  should 
seem  that  the  Legislature  meant  to  provide  remedy  for  those  only  who 
were  previously  without  any  remedy,  by  action  or  otherwise ;  and  the 
Statute  provides  a  double  remedy,  namely,  by  action  of  debt,  and  by 
distress.  What  persons  had  a  remedy  by  action  of  debt,  and  the  rea- 
sons wh}*  they  had  it,  will  be  found  laid  down  in  Bacon's  Abridgment, 
tit.  Rent  (K)  6,  referring  to  Gilbert  on  Rents,  93,  Co.  Lit.  1 62,  and 
OgneFs  Case,  4  Co.  49.  The  passage  is  as  follows  :  "  The  remedy  by 
action  of  debt  extended  only  to  rents  reserved  on  leases  for  years,  but 
did  not  affect  freehold  rents ;  the  reason  whereof  is  this :  Actions  of 
debt  were  given  for  rent  reserved  upon  leases  for  years,  for  that  such 
terms  being  of  short  continuance,  it  was  necessar}'  that  the  lessor  should 
follow  the  chattels  of  his  tenant,  wherever  they  were,  or  wheresoever 
he  should  remove  them  :  but  when  the  rents  were  reserved  on  the  dura- 
ble estate  of  the  feud,  the  feud  itself,  and  the  chattels  thereupon  were 
pledged  for  the  rent ;  and  if  the  land  were  unstocked  for  two  j-ears,  the 
lord  had  his  cessavit  per  biennium  to  recover  the  land  itself;  and  hence 
it  is  that  if  the  durable  estate  of  the  feud  determined,  as  if  the  lessee 
for  life  died,  the  lessor  might  have  an  action  of  debt  for  the  arrears : 
because  the  land  was  no  longer  a  security  for  the  rent,  and  therefore 
the  chattels  of  the  tenant  were  liable  to  satisfy  the  arrears  in  an  action 
of  debt  wherever  the  tenant  removed  them.  So  it  was  in  the  case  of  a 
rent  charge  ;  for  if  a  man  were  seised  of  it  in  fee,  and  it  was  arrear,  he 
could  have  no  action  of  debt  for  the  arrears;  and  if  he  died,  his  heir 
could  not  have  any  real  action  for  the  arrears,  for  that  is  proper  for  the 
recovery  of  the  possession,  which  was  still  in  him,  nor  could  he  have  a 
personal  action,  because,  besides  the  former  reason,  it  were  absurd  to 
give  a  real  action  for  the  rent  running  on  in  his  own  time,  and  a  per- 
sonal action  for  the  arrears  in  the  lifetime  of  the  ancestor  at  the  same 
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time  ;  for  it  could  not  be  supposed  to  be  both  a  real  and  personal  thing ; 
for  this  reason  also,  the  executor  could  have  no  action  for  the  arrears, 
(who  is  entitled  to  the  personal  estate) ,  and  also  because  he  could  not 
entitle  himself  by  virtue  of  the  contract  that  created  the  rent,  since  the 
heir  was  constituted  representative  by  the  contract,  and  by  consequence 
that  representation  excluded  all  other  persons  from  taking  any  benefit 
as  representatives  that  did  not  come  under  that  character." 

The  view  of  the  Statute  which  has  been  above  suggested,  was  acted 
upon  in  the  case  of  Turner  v.  Lee,  Cro.  Car.  471,  in  which  it  was  held, 
that  where  a  rent  charge  had  been  granted  for  j-ears,  if  the  grantee 
should  so  long  live,  the  executor  of  the  grantee  could  not  distrain  under 
the  Statute,  because  he  had  a  remedy  by  action  of  debt  at  the  common 
law.  If  this  construction  had  alwaj's  been  adhered  to,  the  present 
case  would  be  clear ;  but  a  different  view  of  the  Statute  seems  to  have 
been  taken  in  a  previous  case  of  Lambert  v.  Austin,  Cro.  Eliz.  332,  in 
which  it  was  assumed  that  the  executor  of  the  grantee  for  his  own  life 
of  a  rent  charge  could  distrain  under  this  Statute,  although  it  is  plain 
that  such  executor  had  a  remedy  by  action  of  debt  at  common  law,  the 
estate  for  life  in  the  rent  having  been  detei-mined.  And  in  Hool  v. 
Bell,  1  Ld.  Ra}-m.  172,  the  point  was  expressly  so  held.  It  was  there 
argued  that  the  expression  "tenants  for  life"  in  the  Statute  must  be 
taken  to  mean  tenants  pour  autre  vie,  whose  executors  were  certainly 
without  remedy  during  the  life  of  cestui  que  vie ;  but  the  court  said  : 
"  The  Statute  is  a  remedial  law,  and  shall  extend  to  the  executors  of  all 
tenants  for  life,  and  the  law  has  been  taken  so  always  since  the  Statute, 
and  has  never  been  questioned,  and  the  words  of  the  Statute  are  general 
enough  to  extend  to  all.  And  in  Lambert  v.  Austin  this  seems  to  be 
admitted,  and  therefore  the  rule  in  Turner  v.  Lee,  so  generally  taken, 
cannot  be  law."  The  case  of  Hool  v.  Bell  appears  to  have  been  always 
treated  as  good  law,  and  it  must  be  considered  that  the  Statute  32  H.  8, 
c.  37,  is  not  confined  to  persons  who  had  no  remedy  at  all  previously. 

The  question  then  is  whether  the  present  case  be  within  the  words  or 
meaning  of  the  Statute.  The  words  are-"  executors  or  administrators 
of  tenants  in  fee  simple,  tenants  in  fee  tail,  and  tenants  for  term  of 
lives,  of  rents  services,  rent  charges,  rents  seeks  and  fee  farms." 
Nothing  is  said  as  to  tenants  for  term  of  years.  If  therefore  the  testa- 
tor in  the  present  case  was  tenant  for  term  of  years,  his  executor  is  not 
within  the  words  of  the  Statute.  If  the  testator  was  tenant  of  the  rent 
at  all,  it  seems  difficult  to  say  that  he  was  tenant  for  a  longer  time  or 
for  a  greater  estate,  than  the  rent  could  have  continuance ;  it  seems 
absurd  to  say  that  a  man  is  seised  in  fee  of  a  rent,  the  duration  of  which 
is  limited  to  a  few  years,  or  to  a  particular  life.  In  the  case  of  a  rent 
charge  granted  for  years,  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  the  grantee  is 
within  the  words  "  tenant  in  fee  simple,  fee  tail,  or  for  term  of  lives," 
and  why  should  a  lessor  who  reserves  a  rent  to  himself  and  his  heirs, 
by  a  lease  for  years,  be  thought  to  be  within  the  same  words?  The  rea- 
sons which  are  pressed  in  argument  are  that  the  rent  is  incident  to  the 
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reversion,  that  the  lessor  is  seised  in  fee  of  the  reversion,  and  must 
therefore  be  seised  in  fee  of  the  rent  which  is  incident  to  it ;  and  that 
he  cannot  be  tenant  for  years  of  the  rent,  for  if  he  were,  it  would  go  to 
his  executors  on  his  death,  whereas,  by  law,  it  is  incident  to  the  rever- 
sion and  passes  with  it.  This  argument  may  be  very  forcible  to  show 
that  the  lessor  who  has  demised  for  years,  is  not  tenant  for  }-ears  of  the 
rent ;  but  it  does  not  follow  that  he  is  tenant  in  fee  simple,  fee  tail,  or 
for  term  of  lives,  of  the  same  rent.  It  is  true  that  in  the  present  case 
the  testator  was  seised  in  fee  of  the  land  before  he  made  a  lease  for 
years ;  after  making  that  lease,  he  continued  seised  in  fee  of  the  land, 
seised  of  the  immediate  freehold,  but,  in  respect  to  the  right  of  posses- 
sion, having  a  reversionary  estate  expectant  on  the  determination  of  the 
lease  for  years  :  he  still  continues  tenant  of  the  freehold  in  every  legal 
sense,  and  is  not  tenant  of  the  rent  at  all  in  the  legal  sense  of  the  word 
*'  tenant,"  as  used  in  the  Statute  in  question. 

Where  indeed  the  rent  is  reserved  on  a  lease  for  life,  or  a  gift  in  tail, 
the  lessor  or  donor  parts  with  the  immediate  freehold  in  the  land ;  he 
has  onl}*  a  reversionary  estate  expectant  on  the  determination  of  the 
immediate  estate  of  freehold  which  is  in  another ;  and  during  that  es- 
tate of  freehold,  he  is  strictly  tenant  of  the  rent  in  a  legal  sense,  though 
it  be  a  rent  service  and  be  incident  to  the  reversion :  his  remedy  for  the 
rent  is  b}'  writ  of  assize,  and  not  by  a  personal  action  of  debt.  If  the 
lease  be  for  life,  he  is  tenant  for  life  of  the  rent ;  if  it  be  a  gift  in  tail, 
he  is  seised  of  the  rent  during  the  continuance  of  the  estate  tail.  It  is 
true  that  since  the  Statute  Quia  Emptores,  no  one  can  reserve  a  rent  ser- 
vice on  a  conve}*ance  in  fee ;  but  the  Statute  32  H.  8,  c.  37,  may  allude 
by  the  words  "  tenants  in  fee  simple  of  a  rent  service,"  to  rent  services 
created  before  the  Statute  Quia  Emptores,  of  which  there  are  still  many 
which  are  called  quit  rente.  Or  the  words  of  the  Statute  ma}*  be  taken 
reddendo  singula  singulis,  and  applying  the  words  "  tenants  in  fee 
simple,  tenants  in  fee  tail,"  to  rent  charges  and  fee  farms. 

For  these  reasons  we  are  of  opinion  that  a  person  seised  in  fee  of 
land  and  demising  it  for  3'ears,  reserving  a  rent,  though  he  be  not  ten- 
ant for  years  of  the  rent,  is  still  not  within  the  words  of  this  Statute 
"  tenant  in  fee  simple,  fee  tail,  or  for  term  of  lives,"  of  the  rent,  and  is 
indeed  not  tenant  at  all  of  the  rent. 

It  remains  to  be  considered  whether  he  is  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Statute. 

It  is  matter  of  history  that  at  the  time  when  this  Statute  passed, 
leases  for  years  were  but  little  regarded.  It  is  clear  also  that  an  action 
of  debt  for  rent  on  such  leases  was  maintainable.  Such  leases  there- 
fore do  not  appear  to  have  been  within  the  mischief  intended  to  be  rem- 
edied by  the  Statute,  nor  probably  within  the  contemplation  of  the 
framers  of  the  Act,  and  Lord  Coke  in  his  observations  on  this  Statute, 
Co.  Lit.  162  b,  makes  no  allusion  to  leases  for  years,  and  evidently 
considers  the  Statute  as  applicable  only  to  freehold  rents. 

Some  authorities  upon  this  subject  remain  to  be  noticed.     The  first  is 
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the  case  of  Turner  v.  Lee,  already  cited,  which  arose  on  a  lease  for 
j-ears  determinable  on  a  life,  and  the  Statute  was  held  not  to  apply. 
The  point  does  not  appear  to  have  been  raised  in  any  reported  case 
from  that  time  till  the  case  of  Renvin  v.  Watkin,  Mich.  T.  5  Geo. 
2,  B.  R.,  which  is  to  be  found  in  the  first  vol.  of  Selwyn's  Nisi  Prius, 
p.  678  of  the  8th  edition.  It  is  as  follows:  "  A.  seised  in  fee  let  to 
the  plaintiff  for  twenty-one  years,  and  afterwards  died  seised  of  the  re- 
version :  the  defendant  administered,  and  distrained  for  half  a  year's 
rent  due  to  the  intestate,  for  which  he  avowed.  On  demurrer  to  the 
avowry  it  was  objected  that  there  was  not  any  privity  of  estate  between 
the  administrator  and  the  lessor,  and  therefore  the  avowry,  which  is  in 
the  realty,  could  not  be  maintained  by  him.  And  it  was  observed  that 
this  was  a  case  out  of  the  Statute  32  H.  8,  c.  37,  for  that  only  gives  a 
remedy  by  way  of  distress  for  rents  of  freehold,  and  of  this  opinion  the 
court  seemed.  1  Inst.  162  a,  4  Rep.  50,  Cro.  Car.  471,  Latch.  211 
(  Wade  v.  Marsh} ,  were  cited."  There  is  a  note  as  follows  :  — 

"  But  in  Powell  v.  Killick,  Middlesex  Sittings,  M.  25  G.  2,  where  in 
trespass  for  entering  plaintiffs  house  and  carrying  away  his  goods,  upon 
not  guilty,  defendant  gave  in  evidence  that  he  was  executor  of  A.  who 
was  plaintiffs  landlord  of  the  house  and  that  he  distrained  for  rent  due 
to  his  testator  at  the  time  of  his  death  ;  it  was  objected  for  plaintiff  that 
executor  was  empowered  to  distrain  only  by  virtue  of  the  Statute  32  H. 
8,  c.  37,  and  that  the  Statute  extended  to  the  executors  and  administra- 
tors of  those  persons  only  to  whom  rent  services,  rent  charges,  rents 
seek,  or  fee  farms  were  due,  and  that  the  present  case  did  not  fall  within 
either  of  those  descriptions.  But  Lee,  C.  J.,  overruled  the  objection, 
and  said  this  was  a  rent  service,  the  testator  being  in  his  lifetime  seised 
in  fee,  and  the  plaintiff  holding  under  a  tenure  which  implied  fealty." 
It  is  to  be  observed  that  this  was  a  nisi  prius  decision,  and  the  point 
argued  seems  to  have  been  only  whether  the  rent  was  a  rent  service, 
which  it  clearly  was.  The  point  now  raised  does  not  seem  to  have  been 
discussed,  and  it  should  also  be  observed,  that  Mr.  Justice  Buller  in  his 
Nisi  Prius,  p.  57,  cites  the  case  and  apparently  disapproves  of  it. 
His  words  are  :  "  Lord  Coke  sa3's,  if  a  man  make  a  lease  for  life,  or  a 
gift  in  tail,  reserving  a  rent,  this  is  a  rent  service  within  the  Statute : 
from  whence  it  ma}*  be  inferred  that  he  thought  a  rent  reserved  upon  a 
lease  for  }'ears  was  not  within  it :  and  I  apprehend  that  it  is  not,  for  the 
landlord  is  not  tenant  in  fee,  fee  tail,  or  for  life,  of  such  a  rent ;  and  it 
is  the  executors  of  such  tenants  only  who  are  mentioned  in  the  Act. 
However,  in  trespass,  where  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  had  dis- 
trained the  plaintiffs  goods  for  rent  due  to  his  testator  upon  a  lease  for 
years,  Lord  C.  J.  Lee  held  it  to  be  within  the  Statute,  and  the  defend- 
ant obtained  a  verdict." 

The  next  case  was  Meriton  v.  Gilbee,  8  Taunt.  159,  where  the  point 
was  attempted  to  be  raised ;  but  the  court  said,  that  it  did  not  appear 
whether  the  tenancy  was  for  term  of  years  or  for  life.  Then  came  the 
case  of  Martin  v.  Burton,  1  Brod.  &  B.  279,  which  was  decided  on  the 
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ground  that  it  did  not  appear  that  the  testator  was  not  seised  in  fee,  in 
tail,  or  for  life.  Afterwards  the  case  of  Stamford  v.  Sinclair,  2  Bing. 
193,  was  decided  on  the  same  ground,  though  the  court  in  giving  judg- 
ment examine  into  some  of  the  cases,  and  into  the  point  now  raised, 
which  was  not  necessary  to  the  determination  of  the  case. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  and  for  the  reasons  stated,  we  are  of  opin- 
ion that  this  case  is  neither  within  the  words  nor  the  meaning  of  the 
Statute  32  H.  8,  c.  37,  §  1,  and  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  must  be 
for  the  plaintiff.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


GIBSON  v.  KIRK. 

QUEEN'S  BENCH.     1841. 

[Reported  1  Q.  B.  850.] 

DEBT  for  use  and  occupation  of  a  messuage  &c.  by  the  sufferance  and 
permission  of  plaintiff;  and  on  an  account  stated.  The  particulars 
stated  the  action  to  be  brought  for  the  sum  of  £26  for  one  year's  rent 
due  to  the  plaintiff  on  llth  December,  1838,  for  the  use  and  occupation 
of  a  dwelling  house  &c. 

Plea.  As  to  all  but  £13,  parcel  &c.,  nunquam  indebitatus  ;  as  to 
the  £13,  a  tender.  The  plaintiff  took  the  £13  out  of  court,  and  joined 
issue  on  the  plea  of  nunquam,  indebitatus. 

On  the  trial,  before  Alderson,  B.,  at  the  Spring  Assizes  for  Newcastle, 
1839,  it  appeared  that  the  premises  had  been  let  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
defendant  by  a  written  demise,  not  under  seal,  reserving  a  rent  of  £26 
per  annum  payable  half-yearly.  The  defendant's  counsel  contended 
that  the  plaintiff  must  be  nonsuited,  for  that  debt  for  use  and  occupa- 
tion did  not  lie  where  there  was  an  actual  demise.  The  learned  judge 
overruled  the  objection ;  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict.  In  Easter 
Term,  1839,  JR.  Matthews  obtained  a  rule  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground 
of  misdirection.  In  last  Hilary  Term  * 

Alexander  and  W.  H.  Watson,  showed  cause. 

JR.  Matthews,  contra.  Cur.  adv.  vult. 

LORD  DENMAN,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  for  use  and  occupation.  Plea,  Nunquam 
indebitatus.  On  the  trial  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  held  under  a 
lease,  not  under  seal,  dated  Oct.  8,  1837,  whereby  the  plaintiff  agreed 
to  let,  and'  the  defendant  to  take,  the  premises  at  £26  per  annum: 
the  tenancy  to  commence  on  the  1 1th  November  then  next.  The  learned 
judge  was  asked  to  nonsuit,  but  refused,  and  directed  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff. 

We  are  now  asked  to  set  this  verdict  aside,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
action  is  misconceived ;  that,  although  a  ceunt  in  debt  for  rent  would 

1  Before  LORD  DESMAX,  C.  J.,  and  LITTLEDALE,  PATTESOJT,  and  COLERIDGE,  JJ. 
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be  good  under  the  circumstances,  yet  that  a  count  in  debt  for  use  and 
occupation  is  not  good,  as  soon  as  it  appears  that  there  is  a  demise  at 
a  certain  rent. 

The  objection  is  one  of  a  strictly  technical  nature  ;  but  the  defendant 
is  not  on  that  account  less  at  liberty  to  take  it :  and,  if  it  be  found 
tenable,  the  plaintiff  is  in  no  way  aggrieved ;  for  he  might  have  framed 
his  count  without  any  difficulty,  so  as  to  be  free  from  all  objection. 

The  action  of  debt  for  use  and  occupation  (as  well  as  that  of  indebi- 
tatus  assumpsit  for  the  same)  is  quite  of  modern  introduction.  The 
learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  conceded,  upon  the  argument,  that 
such  action  would  lie  at  common  law  where  there  is  no  demise  at  a 
certain  rent ;  and  probably,  upon  principle,  it  would  lie ;  but  no  in- 
stance of  it  is  to  be  found  in  any  of  the  old  entries.  The  first  notice 
of  such  an  action  is  in  Stroud\.  Rogers,  6  T.  R.  63,  note  (a),  Hil.  32 
G.  3,  cited  and  relied  on  in  Wilkins  v.  Wingate,  6  T.  R.  62,  and  again 
in  King  v.  Fraser,  6  East,  348.  Since  those  cases,  the  action  has 
become  very  common,  and  has  certainly  been  resorted  to  wherever  the 
demise  has  not  been  by  deed,  without  regard  to  the  distinction  now 
taken  between  mere  occupation  b}"  permission  for  reasonable  remunera- 
tion, and  demises  for  a  certain  time  at  a  certain  rent.  Actions  of  in- 
debitatus assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation  have  also  been  constantly 
brought,  whether  there  has  been  a  certain  term  and  a  certain  rent  or 
not;  but  that  action  is  protected,  by  Stat.  11  G.  2,  c.  19,  §  14,  from 
being  defeated  by  proof  of  a  certain  rent  under  a  parol  demise  or  agree- 
ment not  under  seal,  whereas  the  action  of  debt  is  not  mentioned  in  that 
Statute,  but  only  an  action  on  the  case  ;  and,  in  Egler  v.  Marsden,  5 
Taunt.  25,  Gibbs,  J.,  expressly  states  that  the  action  of  debt  for  use 
and  occupation  is  not  under  Stat.  11  G.  2,  c.  19,  §  14. 

Before  that  Statute,  actions  of  assumpsit  for  the  occupation  of  land 
had  frequently  been  held  maintainable,  notwithstanding  the  objection 
that  rent  sounded  in  the  realt}*,  and  could  not  be  the  subject  of  a  mere 
personal  action,  the  courts  apparently  treating  the  contracts  between 
the  parties  as  agreements  and  not  leases,  and  so  not  concerning  the 
realty,  wherever  they  held  the  actions  maintainable,  and  holding  the 
action  not  maintainable  wherever  they  could  not  shut  their  eyes  to  an 
actual  lease,  as  in  the  case  of  Brett  v.  Read,  1  (W.)  Jones,  329  ;  s.  c. 
Cro.  Car.  343,  which  was  indebitatus  assumpsit  for  rent  arrear,  and 
was  held  bad  on  that  account.  The  principal  cases  are  collected  in  the 
note  to  Beverley  v.  The  Lincoln  Gas  Light  and  Coke  Company,  6 
A.  &  E.  839,  note  (a).  The  court  in  that  case  observed  that  the  action 
for  use  and  occupation  is  established  by  Stat.  11  G.  2,  c.  19,  §  14; 
which  expression  must  not  be  taken  as  meaning  that  it  was  introduced 
by  that  Act,  but  only  that  it  was  established  even  in  cases  where  there 
was  an  express  demise  at  a  certain  rent  if  not  under  seal.  Yet  no  in- 
stances of  indebitatus  assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation  will  be  found 
before  that  Act,  nor  any  founded  upon  a  quantum  meruit :  they  are  all 
for  some  fixed  sum. 
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So  debt  for  rent  was  at  all  times  maintainable,  whether  the  demise 
was  by  deed,  or  by  writing  not  under  seal,  or  by  word  of  mouth,  both 
which  latter  are  of  course  included  in  the  expression  "  parol  demise," 
so  frequently  found  in  our  books.  The  entries  are  numerous  in  Rastall, 
and  Clift,  and  Thompson,  and  in  Saunders,  and  other  books.  But  they 
one  and  all  contain  the  word  "  demised,"  and  show  the  rent  in  certain : 
though,  where  the  demise  was  by  deed,  no  profert  is  made,  and  fre- 
quently no  statement  of  the  existence  of  a  deed,  it  being  considered  as 
mere  inducement  to  the  action.  No  instance  is  to  be  found  among  them 
of  an  action  of  debt  for  a  reasonable  remuneration  for  the  occupation 
of  land. 

The  truth  is,  that  the  occupation  of  land  by  a  person  bound  to  pay 
some  remuneration  for  it,  without  the  amount  or  time  of  payment  being 
fixed,  was,  and  is  now,  of  rare  occurrence.  When  it  does  occur,  the 
implied  contract  is  raised  by  law  from  the  fact  that  land  belonging  to 
the  plaintiff  has  been  occupied  by  the  defendant  by  the  plaintiffs  per- 
mission ;  the  obligation  is  coextensive  with,  and  measured  by,  the 
enjoyment:  as  soon  as  the  occupation  ceases,  the  implied  contract 
ceases ;  and,  as  no  express  time  is  limited,  the  remuneration  must 
necessarily  accrue  from  day  to  day.  This  state  of  things  is prima  facie 
supposed  to  exist  in  all  actions  for  use  and  occupation,  at  least  so  far 
as  regards  time  of  payment ;  therefore  it  is  held  that  in  debt  for  use 
and  occupation  it  is  not  necessary  to  state  the  particulars  of  the  holding. 
Wilkins  v.  Wingate,  6  T.  R.  62  ;  King  v.  Fraser,  6  East,  348  ;  Dames 
v.  Edwards,  3  M.  &  S.  380.  And,  in  such  action  for  the  use  and 
occupation  of  a  house  which  has  been  burned  down,  the  plaintiff  may 
recover  up  to  the  time  of  the  fire,  as  was  held  by  this  court  in  Easter 
Term  last,  in  the  case  of  Packer  v.  Gibbins,  1  Q.  B.  421  ;  in  which 
case  the  defendant  could  only  have  prevented  the  plaintiff  from  so 
recovering  by  setting  up  that  he  was  tenant  for  a  certain  time ;  and 
then  he  would  have  been  liable  for  rent  after  the  fire  until  that  time  had 
elapsed.  The  action  of  debt  for  use  and  occupation  was  wanted  only 
where  the  occupation  was  for  no  certain  time  at  no  fixed  rent ;  for  in  all 
other  cases  the  action  of  debt  for  rent  was  the  known  and  appropriate 
remed}'.  Yet  it  does  not  appear  to  have  been  introduced  to  meet  such 
cases ;  for  in  Stroud  v.  Rogers  (note  b  to  Wilkins  v.  Wingate)  and 
Wilkins  v.  Wingate,  there  was  a  demise  for  a  certain  time  at  a  certain 
rent.  It  is  true  that  both  those  cases  arose  on  demurrer  to  the  count 
for  use  and  occupation,  in  which  no  such  demise  was  stated ;  but  in 
both  of  them  there  were  counts  for  rent :  and  it  is  pretty  clear  that, 
if  the  defendants  had  pleaded  nil  debet,  the  same  point  would  have 
arisen  as  is  raised  in  the  present  case.  King  v.  Fraser,  and  Davies 
v.  Edicards,  were  also  on  demurrer.  But  upon  the  argument  of  the 
former  it  was  assumed  throughout  that  there  was  a  demise  which  might 
have  been  stated  with  particularity ;  and  the  court  in  their  judgment 
do  not  put  the  case  at  all  upon  the  ground  that  possibly  there  was  no 
demise  for  a  time  certain  at  a  certain  rent,  and  so  the  count  might  be 
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free  from  all  the  objections  urged.  On  the  contrary,  Lord  Ellenborough 
says  :  "  As  to  the  inconveniences  to  the  tenant,  which  are  pointed  out 
by  the  causes  of  demurrer  alleged,  they  may  be  gotten  rid  of,  by  calling 
for  particulars  of  the  plaintiffs  demand  :  or  if  another  action  for  rent 
be  brought,  he  may  by  proper  averments  in  his  plea  show  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  before  recovered  the  same  rent  in  an  action  for  use  and  occupa- 
tion, of  the  same  premises."  What  is  this  but  saying,  in  direct  terms, 
that  debt  for  use  and  occupation  will  lie,  where  debt  for  rent  will  also 
lie? 

Efjler  v.  Marsden,  which  was  eight  years  later  than  King  v. 
Fraser,  was  after  verdict  on  nil  debet ;  and  objection  was  taken  that 
debt  for  use  and  occupation  in  that  general  form  would  not  lie ;  and 
the  objection  was  overruled ;  but  it  was  not  suggested  that  there 
was  no  demise  and,  therefore,  an  action  for  use  and  occupation  was 
the  only  remedy,  which  would  have  been  a  ready  answer,  if  the  facts 
had  been  so. 

Since  that,  the  very  recent  case  of  Wilkinson  v.  Hall,  3  New  Ca. 
508,  has  been  determined  ;  in  which,  after  a  trial  where  a  written  agree- 
ment amounting  to  a  lease  not  under  seal  was  given  in  evidence,  the 
court  directed  the  verdict  to  be  entered  on  the  third  count,  which  was 
in  debt  for  use  and  occupation  in  the  general  form.  It  is  true  that  the 
objection  now  raised  was  not  taken :  the  case  therefore  goes  no  further 
than  showing  the  prevailing  notion  that  debt  for  use  and  occupation  will 
lie,  notwithstanding  the  existence  of  a  written  lease  not  under  seal. 

But  it  is  asked,  What  is  the  difference  between  the  actions  of  debt  for 
use  and  occupation,  and  of  indebitatus  assumpsit  for  the  same  ;  and  if 
the  latter,  but  for  the  operation  of  the  Stat  11  G.  2,  c.  19,  §  14,  would 
be  defeated  by  proof  of  a  written  demise,  although  not  under  seal,  why 
should  not  the  former,  to  which  the  Statute  does  not  apply,  be  defeated 
by  similar  proof? 

One  answer  may  be,  that  the  action  of  assumpsit  was  always  looked 
upon,  not  only  as  a  personal  action,  which  the  action  of  debt  equally  is, 
but  as  one  wholly  inapplicable  to  realty  or  matters  arising  out  of  it,  as 
rent  is :  whereas  the  action  of  debt  was  always  applicable  to  rent  and 
some  other  matters  connected  with  realty.  The  action  of  debt  was 
always  treated  as  of  a  higher  nature  than  assumpsit ;  it  will  lie  on 
records  and  specialties,  where  assumpsit  will  not:  and,  though  it  be 
true  that,  wherever  indebitatus  assumpsit  will  lie,  debt  will  lie  (with 
the  exception  of  the  present  action,  if  it  be  one) ,  the  converse  is  not 
true.  It  may  therefore  be  proper  to  apply  different  rules  to  an  action 
of  debt,  even  upon  simple  contract,  from  those  which  are  applicable  to 
indebitatus  assumpsit. 

But  another  answer  is,  that,  although  the  Statute  11  G.  2,  c.  19,  §  14, 
recites  that  some  difficulties  many  times  occur  in  the  recovery  of  rents 
where  the  demises  are  not  by  deed,  and  makes  provision  only  for  an 
action  on  the  case,  protecting  the  plaintiff  from  being  nonsuited  in  such 
action  if  "any  parol  demise  or  any  agreement  (not  being  by  deed) 
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whereon  a  certain  rent  was  reserved  shall  appear,"  it  by  no  means 
follows  that,  previous  to  that  Statute,  a  nonsuit  must  have  taken  place 
under  similar  circumstances  in  an  action  of  debt  for  use  and  occupation. 
No  instances  of  such  actions  before  the  Statute  are  recorded ;  but,  as 
soon  as  they  were  brought  after  the  Statute,  they  received  the  construc- 
tion which  has  alread}'  been  noticed,  and  which  the}*  might  have  received, 
if  brought  before  the  Statute,  without  violating  any  rules  of  law. 

The  objection  is,  as  was  at  first  stated,  purely  a  technical  and  formal 
one ;  and,  when  the  courts  once  established  that  debt  for  use  and  occu- 
pation would  lie,  no  sound  reason  can  be  assigned  why  it  should  not  be 
applied  to  all  cases  of  demises  not  under  seal,  as  it  undoubtedly  has 
been  for  a  long  series  of  years. 

For  these  reasons  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  direction  of  the  learned 
judge  in  this  case  was  correct,  and  that  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  must 
be  discharged.  Rule  discharged. 


WILLIAMS   v.   HAYWARD. 

QUEEN'S  BENCH.     1859. 

[Reported  1  E.  <fc  E.  1040.] 

THE  declaration  set  out  a  deed,  dated  10th  November,  1846,  by 
which  John  Williams  demised,  leased,  and  to  farm  let  to  the  defendant, 
his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  in  consideration  of  the  rents, 
royalties,  and  payments  thereinafter  reserved,  and  of  the  covenants 
thereinafter  contained,  certain  mines,  veins,  and  seams  of  ironstone 
and  iron  ore,  coal,  and  other  mines  and  minerals,  with  power  to  the 
defendant,  his  executors,  &c.,  to  enter  into  the  said  lands  and  prem- 
ises, and  work  the  said  mines,  &c.,  and  to  have,  take,  and  carry  away 
all  such  ironstone,  iron  ore,  &c.,  together  with  aill  libert}',  license,  and 
authorit}*  to  the  defendant,  his  executors,  &c.,  from  time  to  time,  dur- 
ing the  continuance  of  the  demise,  to  use,  jointly  with  the  said  J.  Wil- 
liams, his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  lessees,  tenants,  and  assigns, 
the  railroad  then  laid  down  and  extending  from  the  said  works  to  the 
port  of  Port  Madoc,  subject  to  certain  covenants,  provisos,  and  condi- 
tions thereinafter  contained :  to  have,  hold,  exercise,  and  enjo}'  the  said 
mines,  &c.,  and  the  said  powers,  privileges,  and  liberties,  and  all  other 
the  premises  thereby  granted  or  demised,  unto  the  defendant,  his  exec- 
utors, administrators,  and  assigns,  for  the  term  of  twenty-three  years  ; 
yielding  and  paying  unto  the  said  J.  Williams,  his  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  a  certain  royalty  for  every  ton  of  ironstone 
or  iron  ore  ;  or  if,  in  any  3-ear,  the  said  roj'alties  should  not  amount  to 
£100,  then  a  sum  of  £100  in  lieu  thereof;  and  also  a  certain  ro\*alty  on 
the  coal  and  other  minerals :  the  defendant  covenanting  to  work  the 
mines,  &c.,  properly;  and  a  power  being  reserved  to  J.  Williams,  his 
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executors,  &c.,  to  distrain  for  any  of  the  said  rents  and  reservations  if 
the  defendant  should  make  default  in  payment  of  them.  The  deed  also 
contained  a  covenant  by  the  defendant  to  repair  all  roads,  ways,  rail- 
ways, and  particularly  the  railway  aforesaid  ;  provided  that  if  any  other 
persons  during  the  said  term  should  use  and  occupy  the  said  railway 
for  am*  other  purpose,  the  defendant  should  not  be  liable  to  bear,  jointly 
with  such  other  persons,  more  than  a  fair  proportion  of  the  expense  of 
repair.  There  was  a  further  proviso  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the 
defendant  to  divert  the  said  railway  at  his  own  expense.  The  declara- 
tion then  stated  the  execution  of  the  deed  and  a  counterpart  by  J.  Wil' 
liams  and  the  defendant  respectively  ;  and  that,  afterwards,  J.  Williams, 
by  deed,  dated  4th  November,  1846,  assigned  and  set  over  to  the  plain- 
tiff the  said  rents,  reservations,  and  ro3*alties,  and  all  other  the  estate, 
right,  title,  interest,  benefit,  claim,  and  demand  of  him,  J.  Williams,  of, 
in,  or  in  respect  of  the  said  demised  premises ;  and  the  benefit  of  the 
said  covenants  in  the  said  lease  contained.  And  although  the  said 
several  royalties  did  not,  nor  did  they  in  any  one  year,  amount  to  the 
sum  of  £100  as  aforesaid,  and  although  all  things  existed  and  duly 
happened  before  suit  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  payment  of  the  said  re- 
served rent  of  £100  per  annum,  accruing  due  after  the  said  assignment, 
in  lieu  of  the  said  royalties,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  said  first- 
mentioned  deed,  and  on  25th  March,  1857,  there  became  and  was  due 
and  payable  to  the  plaintiff,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  deeds,  in 
respect  thereof,  the  sum  of  £1000,  for  and  in  respect  of  the  aforesaid 
rent  of  £100  for  ten  years  of  the  said  term  respectively  expiring  after 
the  said  assignment,  and  before  suit ;  yet  no  part  thereof  had  been  paid, 
contrary  to  the  said  covenant  of  the  defendant. 

Third  plea.  That  the  said  J.  Williams,  at  the  time  of  making  the 
said  alleged  demise,  was  possessed  onl}*  of  a  term  and  interest  in 
the  said  demised  premises  less  than  that  purporting  to  be  granted  by 
the  said  demise,  to  wit,  of  a  term  therein,  theretofore  granted  to  him  by 
one  Martin  Williams,  of  thirty  years,  to  be  computed  from  4th  March, 
1839  ;  and  at  no  time  after  the  making  of  the  said  alleged  demise  had 
an}*  reversion  expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  said  term  to  the 
plaintiff. 

Demurrer.     Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Fifth  plea.  That,  after  the  said  alleged  assignment  to  the  plaintiff  in 
the  declaration  mentioned,  and  before  any  part  of  the  said  rent  in  the 
declaration  mentioned  became  due  and  payable,  the  plaintiff  forcibly 
entered  into  and  upon  part  of  the  said  demised  premises,  and  then 
ejected  and  expelled  the  defendant  from  the  possession  of  part  of  the 
said  demised  premises,  that  is  to  say,  from  the  said  railroad,  and  the 
use  thereof,  and  the  said  liberty,  license,  and  authority  to  use  the  same 
so  respectively  demised  as  aforesaid,  and  kept  and  continued  the  de- 
fendant so  ejected  and  expelled  from  thence  hitherto. 

Demurrer.     Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Second  replication  to  the  third  plea.     That,  admitting  that  the  said 
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J.  Williams,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  alleged  demise,  was  pos- 
sessed only  of  the  term  and  interest  therein  mentioned,  yet  that  the 
rent  claimed  in  and  by  the  declaration  in  this  action  accrued  due  to  the 
plaintiff  before  the  expiration  of  that  term,  which  is  still  unexpired : 
and  that  the  plaintiff,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  accrual  of  am-  part 
of  the  rent  claimed  in  this  action,  had,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
alleged  assignment,  become  assignee  of  the  said  rent  and  every  part 
thereof,  and  entitled  to  sue  as  aforesaid  for  the  same. 

Demurrer.    Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Raymond,  for  the  plaintiff. 

T.  Jones,  for  the  defendant.  Cur.  adv.  vidt. 

LORD  CAMPBELL,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court.1 

In  this  case  the  declaration  stated  that  one  John  Williams  had,  by 
deed,  demised  certain  mines  and  minerals,  with  power  of  getting  the 
same,  and  with  a  right  to  use  a  certain  railwa}-,  to  the  defendant  for 
twenty -three  3'ears,  at  a  rent ;  that  the  defendant  sealed  and  executed 
the  lease;  that  the  said  John  Williams  had  subsequent!}-,  by  deed, 
assigned  and  set  over  to  the  plaintiff  the  rents,  reservations,  and  royal- 
ties, and  ail  other  the  estate,  right,  title,  interest,  benefit,  claim,  and 
demand  of  the  said  John  Williams  of,  in,  or  in  respect  of  the  said  de- 
mised premises  ;  and  that  ten  }-ears'  rent  was  in  arrear  to  the  plaintiff. 
The  defendant  pleaded  (inter  alia)  two  pleas,  on  which  questions  arose 
which  were  argued  before  us. 

One  of  these  pleas,  the  third  on  the  record,  stated  that  the  lessor's 
interest  was  a  leasehold  interest  only,  and  for  a  shorter  period  than  the 
time  granted  by  the  lease ;  and  the  fifth  plea  on  the  record  stated  an 
expulsion  from  the  use  of  the  railwaj*. 

The  first  and  principal  question  was  that  raised  by  the  first  of  these 
pleas.  It  appeared  from  the  pleadings  that  the  original  lessor,  being 
possessed  of  a  chattel  interest  (a  term  of  3'ears),  demised  for  a  longer 
term,  reserving  a  rent,  and  then  assigned  his  interest  and  the  rent.  It 
was  contended  by  Mr.  Jones,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  that  no  rent 
was  created  ;  and  that,  if  there  was,  it  was  not  such  as  was  assignable, 
so  as  to  give  the  assignee  a  right  to  bring  an  action  of  debt  for  the  rent 
against  the  lessee. 

We  think  that  the  authorities  are  conclusive  on  both  questions. 

The  case  of  Newcomb  v.  Harvey,  Carth.  161,  shows  clearl}-  that  by 
such  an  instrument  as  the  present  a  rent  is  created.  The  question  in 
that  case  was,  whether  a  lessee  for  j'ears,  who  had  assigned  over  the 
whole  of  his  term  to  the  defendant,  rendering  rent,  could  declare  for  the 
rent  in  an  action  of  debt  on  the  demise,  or  should  have  brought  cove- 
nant for  the  sum  as  a  sum  in  gross;  and  it  was  expressly  "resolved 
per  curiam  that  this  is  a  rent,  though  the  plaintiff  had  no  reversion  ; 
for  if  a  rent  is  reserved  upon  a  feoffment  in  fee,  there  is  no  reversion  in 
the  feoffor."  Newcomb  v.  Harvey  is  referred  to  by  Lord  Chief  Baron 

1  LORD  CAMPBELL,  C.  J.,  ERLE,  CROMPTON,  and  HILL,  JJ. 
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Comyns  in  Com.  Dig.  Dett  (C),  as  an  authority  for  the  position  that, 
"  if  lessee  for  }-ears  assigns  all  his  term  to  B.,  rendering  rent,  debt  lies 
bj*  the  lessee  for  the  rent,  as  such,  for  it  is  not  a  sum  in  gross  ;  though 
no  reversion  remains  in  the  lessee."  These  authorities  are  fully  recog- 
nized by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Baker  \.  Gostling,  1  New  Ca. 
19,  27  ;  and  Lord  Chief  Justice  Tindal  assigns  as  a  reason  for  holding 
that,  where  the  whole  of  a  term  is  assigned,  a  sum  of  money  reserved 
periodically  to  the  assignor  is  to  be  treated  as  rent,  that,  "if  it  were 
held  otherwise,  great  injustice  might  be  occasioned,  as  the  tenant,  if 
evicted,  would  have  no  answer  to  an  action  on  his  covenant  for  the 
payment  of  the  sum  "  reserved. 

The  next  point  which  arose  upon  the  argument  was  whether  the 
action  could  be  maintained  by  the  plaintiff,  who  was  assignee  of  the 
party  to  whom  the  rent  was  reserved.  Robins  v.  Cox,  1  Lev.  22,  and 
Allen  v.  JBryan,  5  B.  &  C.  512,  were  relied  on  by  Mr.  Raymond  as 
authorities  directl}-  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  on  this  question.  But  it  was 
contended  on  the  other  side  that  Allen  v.  Bryan  was  not  argued,  and 
that  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  that  case  gave  it  up  upon  the  notion 
that  it  was  governed  by  Robins  v.  Cox,  whereas  it  was  distinguishable 
therefrom,  as  in  the  case  in  Allen  v.  Bryan  there  was  no  attornment, 
and  the  judgment  in  Robins  v.  Cox  proceeded  on  the  ground  that,  the 
tenant  having  attorned,  the  privity  of  contract  was  transferred  :  and  it 
was  further  contended  that  Stat.  4  Ann.  c.  16,  §  9,  did  not  apph",  but 
was  limited  to  assignments  of  reversions.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the 
defendant  is  not  well  founded  in  his  objection  to  the  authority  of  Robins 
v.  Cox  and  Allen  v.  Bryan  as  applicable  to  the  present,  case.  In  the 
former  case  the  plaintiff  declared  that  A.  was  seised  of  land,  and  leased 
it  to  the  defendant  for  years,  rendering  £30  yearly  rent,  and  afterwards 
granted  the  rent  to  the  plaintiff,  to  which  grant  the  defendant  attorned  : 
and  for  £30,  a  }rear's  rent,  the  action  was  brought.  After  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff  it  was  moved  that  the  action  lay  not,  for  default  of  privity  ; 
for  it  was  contended  that  the  privity  of  estate  remained  with  the  lessor, 
and  no  privity  of  contract  passed  to  the  grantee  of  the  rent.  But  to 
this  it  was  answered  that  the  attornment  of  the  tenant  made  a  privity,  for 
his  attornment  is  a  consent  to  the  grant.  Upon  argument  the  judges 
were  divided  in  opinion,  and  the  case  was  adjourned  into  the  Exchequer 
Chamber.  The  reporter  adds :  "  But  after  this,  the  third  part  of  Sir 
George  Croke's  Reports  were  published,  and  there,  folio  637,  651,  Ard 
and  Watkins's  Case,  it  was  adjudged,  that  the  devisee  of  a  rent  re- 
served on  a  lease  for  years,  as  here,  might  maintain  debt  for  the  rent. 
Whereupon  the  parties  before  any  argument  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber 
agreed."  In  our  opinion  Stat.  4  Ann.  c.  16,  §  9,  renders  attornment 
unnecessary  in  such  a  case  as  the  present ;  and,  by  force  of  that  Stat* 
ute,  the  same  privity  is  created  between  the  plaintiff,  as  grantee  of  the 
rent,  and  the  defendant,  the  tenant  of  the  land  out  of  which  the  rent 
issues,  as  if  the  defendant  had  actually  attorned  to  the  plaintiff.  Ak 
tornment  is  stated  by  Lord  Coke  to  be  "  an  agreement  of  the  tenant  to 
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the  grant  of  the  seignory  or  of  a  rent,  or  of  the  donee  in  tail,  or  tenant 
for  life  or  j-ears,  to  a  grant  of  a  reversion  or  remainder  made  to 
another."  Co.  Lit.  309  a.  Stat.  4  Ann.  c.  16,  §  9,  appears  to  have 
been  intended  to  meet  both  parts  of  this  definition.  It  enacts  that 
44  all  grants  or  conveyances  "  "of  any  manors  or  rents,  or  of  reversion 
or  remainder  of  &ny  messuages  or  lands,  shall  be  good  and  effectual,  to 
all  intents  and  purposes,  without  any  attornment  of  the  tenants,"  "  as 
if  their  attornment  had  been  had  and  made."  The  Statute,  therefore, 
in  terms,  creates  the  same  privity,  between  the  grantee  of  the  rent  and 
the  tenant  of  the  lands  out  of  which  it  issues,  as  an  attornment  would 
have  done  if  the  tenant  had  actually  attorned  to  the  grantee.  The  de- 
fendant's counsel  in  Allen  v.  Bryan  was,  therefore,  well  justified  in 
supposing  that  case  to  be  governed  by  Robins  v.  Cox.  To  these  it 
may  be  added  that  in  Marie  v.  Flake,  3  Salk.  118,  it  is  stated  to  have 
been  adjudged  "  that  where  the  lessor  assigned  his  rent  without  the 
reversion,  the  assignee  (if  the  tenant  agrees)  may  maintain  an  action 
of  debt  for  the  rent,  because  the  privity  of  contract  is  transferred." 
There  is  also  the  case  of  Clarke  v.  Coughlan,  3  Irish  Law  Rep.  427, 
which  is  an  authority  on  all  fours  with  the  present  case.  That  was  a 
case  of  an  assignment  of  the  whole  interest  at  a  rent :  and  the  very 
learned  persons  who  decided  that  case,  after  a  full  investigation  of  the 
authorities,  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  action  was  maintainable 
under  circumstances  which  were  not  attempted  to  be  distinguished  from 
those  in  the  case  now  before  us.  We  are  satisfied,  therefore,  upon  the 
authorities,  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  our  judgment  on  the  question 
arising  on  the  third  plea. 

We  think  also  that  no  defence  is  shown  on  the  fifth  plea.  The  rent 
issued  out  of  the  things  demised^  that  is,  the  mines  and  minerals  ;  and 
could  not  have  issued  out  of  the  easement  to  use  the  railwa}-  in  common 
with  others  on  the  land,  not  parcel  of  the  demise ;  and  we  think  that 
the  preventing  the  defendant-  from  using,  or  obstructing  him  in  the  en- 
joyment of,  the  easement  is  not  such  an  eviction  from  the  thing  demised 
or  any  part  of  it,  as  will  amount  to  an  answer  to  the  claim  of  rent. 
Our  judgment  on  both  the  demurrers  is  for  the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff . 


THOMAS  v.  SYLVESTER. 
QUEEN'S  BENCH.     1873. 
[Reported  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  868.] 

DECLARATION  :  That  the  plaintiff,  being  seised  in  fee  of  certain  mes- 
suages and  hereditaments  situate,  &c.,  by  indenture  bearing  date  the 
loth  of  January,  1870,  made  by  and  between  the  plaintiff  of  the  one 
part,  and  one  David  Cotter  of  the  other  part,  granted  and  conveyed  the 
messuages  and  hereditaments  (subject  to  and  charged  and  chargeable 
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with  the  payment  forever  to  the  plaintiff,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  of  a 
certain  yearly  rent-charge  of  £2  8s,  6d.  payable  out  of  each  of  the  said 
messuages  and  hereditaments  on  the  24th  of  June  and  the  21st  of  De- 
cember in  each  year),  unto  and  to  the  use  of  Cotter,  his  heirs  and 
assigns  ;  and  Cotter  in  the  indenture  covenanted  for  himself,  his  heirs, 
executors,  and  administrators,  that  he,  his  heirs,  executors,  adminis- 
trators, or  assigns,  would  pay  unto  the  plaintiff,  his  heirs  or  assigns, 
the  yearly  rent-charge  on  the  days  aforesaid.  That  afterwards  all  the 
estate  of  Cotter  in  the  premises  became  vested  in  the  defendants ;  and 
while  the  estate  was  so  vested  in  the  defendants,  to  wit,  on  the  24th  of 
June,  1871,  the  rent-charge  accrued  due  and  became  and  was  payable 
from  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff;  yet  the  defendants  did  not  pay  the 
same,  and  the  same  remains  wholh'  due  and  unpaid. 

Demurrer  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 

H.  T.  Cole,  Q.  C.,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

C.  .Bowen,  contra. 

BLACKBURN,  J.  I  think  the  only  question  which  it  is  necessary  to 
decide  is,  whether  the  plaintiff,  the  grantee  of  the  rent-charge,  is  entitled 
to  compel  the  terre-tenants  to  pay  it  by  a  personal  action.  I  may 
remark  that  the  indenture  may  be  regarded  as  containing  a  grant  in 
fee  of  a  rent-charge  under  the  Statute  of  Uses,  and  that  a  rent  having 
been  duly  created,  debt  will  lie.  Under  the  old  law  the  remedy  to  re- 
cover a  freehold  rent  was  by  real  action,  and  as  long  as  the  freehold 
continued,  debt  could  not  be  maintained  ;  but  when  the  freehold  estate 
came  to  an  end,  then,  inasmuch  as  a  real  action  could  no  longer  be 
brought,  debt  would  lie  at  the  suit  of  the  person  entitled  to  the  rent- 
charge.  Thus,  where  a  rent  was  granted  for  life  the  only  remedy  was 
by  real  action,  but  when  the  life  bad  dropped,  debt  was  maintainable. 
Lemncfs  Case,  cited  in  a  note  to  Fitzherbert,  Natura  JBrevium,  p.  121, 
is  a  distinct  author! ty  that  where  a  rent-charge  for  life  had  been  cre- 
ated, issuing  out  of  a  manor  w^ich  was  afterwards  conveyed  to  an 
assignee,  and  the  rent-charge  became  in  arrear,  an  action  of  debt  would 
lie  against  the  assignee  of  the  manor  upon  the  expiration  of  the  life 
estate,  when,  according  to  the  old  law,  a  real  action  could  no  longer  be 
brought  to  recover  the  arrears.  Leving's  Case  is  important,  as  showing 
that  the  action  of  debt  is  maintainable  against  an  assignee,  and  it  is 
precisely  in  point  in  the  present  case,  where  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  re- 
cover the  rent-charge  against  the  assignees  of  the  land.  If  the  present 
case  had  occurred  before  the  passing  of  3  &  4  Wm.  4,  c.  27,  the  rent- 
charge  being  in  fee,  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  driven  to  a  real  action 
to  recover  it.  But  the  Legislature  having  by  that  Act  abolished  real 
actions,  we  have  to  consider  the  question,  whether  we  must  not  apply 
the  principle  of  the  common  law  to  the  present  case.  The  principle 
was,  that,  when  the  estate  for  life  had  terminated,  an  action  of  debt  for 
arrearages  would  lie.  It  seems  to  me  to  follow,  upon  a  similar  prin- 
ciple, that  when  the  real  action  has  been  abolished,  the  grantee  of  a 
rent-charge  in  fee  may  maintain  an  action  of  debt  against  the  terre- 
VOL.  n.  —  45 


706  THOMAS   V.    SYLVESTER. 

tenant ;  and  this  was  the  opinion  of  Pollock,  C.  B.,  in  Varley  v.  Leigh, 
2  Ex.  446  ;  17  L.  J.  Ex.  289,  though  that  opinion  was  not  necessary 
to  the  decision,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  did  not  concur.  The  authorities  brought 
before  us,  however,  were  not  cited.  I  think  that,  real  actions  being 
now  abolished,  debt  will  lie  ;  and  that  the  authorities  show  that  it  will 
lie  against  the  assignee  of  the  land  as  well  as  against  the  original 
grantor. 

This  is  not  a  question  of  a  covenant  running  with  the  land,  but 
whether,  where  there  is  a  rent  in  fee  issuing  out  of  land,  the  owner 
of  the  rent  may  not  sue  the  terre-tenant  in  debt,  although  the  terre- 
tenant  was  not  the  original  grantor.  It  seems  to  me  that,  according  to 
authority,  reason,  and  justice,  he  may  maintain  the  action. 

QUAIN,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  distinction  in  the  old 
books  appears  to  be  this :  If  a  rent  were  granted  for  }'ears,  debt  would 
lie,  but  if  it  were  granted  in  tail,  or  for  life,  debt  would  not  lie  for 
arrears  until  after  the  freehold  had  determined  ;  but  when  the  freehold 
had  determined,  then  debt  would  lie,  and  the  reason  assigned  was  that 
the  freehold  remedj"  must  be  pursued,  because  the  law  did  not  suffer  a 
real  injury  to  be  remedied  b\"  aq  action  merely  personal.  Putting  aside 
the  remedy  by  real  action,  would  debt  have  lain  against  an  assignee  who 
is  in  possession  of  the  same  estate  in  the  land  as  the  grantor  of  the 
rent?  That  appears  to  be  decided  in  Sir  W.  Loringe's  Case,  cited  in 
OgneVs  Case,  4  Co.  Rep.  at  f.  49  b,  thus :  "A  man  was  grantee  for 
life  of  a  rent  out  of  a  moiety  of  a  manor,  of  which  moiety  a  man  was 
seised  in  right  of  his  wife ;  the  rent  was  in  arrear  when  the  grantee 
died,  and  the  executors  brought  an  action  of  debt  against  the  husband 
only  for  the  arrears.  It  was  resolved:  1.  That  by  the  death  of  the 
grantee  for  life,  the  grant  for  life  was  turned  into  nature  of  debt. 
2.  Forasmuch  as  the  husband  took  the  profits  of  the  land  charged  with 
the  rent  when  it  was  arrear,  he  only,  without  his  wife,  should  be 
charged  with  an  action  of  debt."  The  action  was  against  the  person 
who  is  called  the  pernor  of  the  land,  provided  he  had  the  same  estate 
as  the  grantor.  I  apprehend  that  the  reason  is  that  the  land  is  the 
debtor,  as  is  stated  by  Wilson,  J.,  in  Mills  v.  Aitriol,  1  H.  Bl.  at  p.  445. 
If  a  man  comes  into  possession  of  land  as  tenant  in  fee,  he  is  the  pernor 
of  the  profits  of  the  land,  and  was  liable  to  a  real  action  for  the  non- 
paj'ment  of  a  rent-charge  created  by  a  former  tenant  in  fee  ;  if  this  be 
so,  since  real  actions  are  abolished,  an  action  of  debt  will  lie. 

I  agree  it  is  not  necessary  to  go  into  the  question  whether  the  cove- 
nant runs  with  the  land. 

ARCHIBALD,  J.  I  also  agree  in  thinking  there  is  no  necessity-  to  con- 
sider the  question  in  what  cases  covenants  run  with  the  land.  It  seems 
to  me  to  be  a  question  of  remedy.  When  we  enter  into  the  reasons  why 
debt  would  not  lie  for  the  recovery  of  the  arrears  of  a  freehold  rent- 
charge,  it  is  clear  that  there  was  no  oversight  in  abolishing  real  actions 
without  providing  for  cases  of  this  kind.  The  reason  why  debt  did  not 
lie  was  that  the  law  did  not  suffer  the  right  injured  to  be  amended  by 
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an  action  merely  personal.  It  is  clear  from  Leviny's  Case  that  where 
no  real  action  could  be  brought,  debt  would  lie ;  and  inasmuch  as  the 
abolishing  of  real  actions  has  removed  that  remedy,  I  quite  agree  with 
my  Brothers  Blackburn  and  Quain  that  in  the  present  case  the  action 
of  debt  is  maintainable,  and  therefore  our  judgment  must  be  for  the 
plaintiff.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff . 


SECTION  II. 

APPORTIONMENT,    SUSPENSION,    AND    EXTINGUISHMENT. 

LIT.  §  222.  Also,  if  a  man  hath  a  rent  charge  to  him  and  to  his 
heirs  issuing  out  of  certain  land,  if  he  purchase  any  parcel  of  this  to 
him  and  to  his  heirs,  all  the  rent  charge  is  extinct,  and  the  annuity 
also  ;  because  the  rent  charge  cannot  b}r  such  manner  be  apportioned. 
But  if  a  man,  which  hath  a  rent  service,  purchase  parcel  of  the  land 
out  of  which  the  rent  is  issuing,  this  shall  not  extinguish  all,  but  for  the 
parcel.  For  a  rent  service  in  such  case  may  be  apportioned  according 
to  the  value  of  the  land.  But  if  one  holdeth  his  land  of  his  lord  by  the 
service  to  render  to  his  lord  j'early  at  such  a  feast  a  horse,  a  golden 
spear,  or  a  clove,  gilliflower,  and  such  like ;  if  in  this  case  the  lord 
purchase  parcel  of  the  land,  such  service  is  taken  away  ;  because  such 
service  cannot  be  severed  nor  apportioned. 

Co.  LIT.  147  b.  The  reason  of  this  extinguishment  is,  because  the 
rent  is  entire,  and  against  common  right,  and  issuing  out  of  every  part 
of  the  land,  and  therefore  by  purchase  of  part  it  is  extinct  in  the  whole, 
and  cannot  be  apportioned.  But  b}T  act  in  law  it  may,  as  hereafter 
shall  be  said.1 


1  "  A  rent  is  an  incorporeal  hereditament,  and  susceptible  of  the  same  limitations  as 
other  hereditaments.  Hence  it  may  be  granted,  or  devised,  for  life,  or  in  tail,  with 
remainders  or  limitations  over.  But  there  is  this  difference  between  an  entail  of  lands 
and  an  entail  of  rent :  that  the  tenant  in  tail  of  lands,  with  the  immediate  reversion  in 
fee  in  the  donor,  may,  by  a  common  recovery,  bar  the  entail  and  the  reversion  ;  where- 
as the  grantee  in  tail  of  a  rent  de  novo,  without  a  subsequent  limitation  of  it  in  fee,  ac- 
quires, by  a  common  recovery,  only  a  base  fee,  determinable  upon  his  decease,  and 
failure  of  the  issues  in  tail  ;  but  if  there  is  a  limitation  of  it  in  fee,  after  the  limitation 
in  tail,  the  recovery  of  the  tenant  in  tail  gives  him  the  fee  simple.  This  was  resolved 
in  the  cases  of  Smith  v.  Farnaby,  Carter,  52  ;  Sid.  285,  and  2  Keb.  29,  55,  84  ;  Weekcs 
v.  Peach,  2  Lutw.  1218,  1224  ;  and  Chaplin  v.  Chaplin,  3  P.  Wms.  229.  The  reason 
of  this  difference  is,  that  it  would  be  unjust  that  the  conveyance  of  a  grantee  of  a  rent 
should  give  a  longer  duration  or  existence  to  the  rent,  than  it  had  in  its  original  crea- 
tion. It  is  true,  that  the  barring  of  an  estate  tail  in  land  is  equally  contrary  to  the 
intention  of  the  grantor.  But  a  rent  differs  materially  from  land.  The  old  principles 
of  the  feudal  law  looked  upon  every  modification  of  landed  property,  which  was  con- 
sidered to  be  against  common  right,  with  a  very  jealous  eye.  Now,  a  rent-charge  was 
supposed  to  be  against  common  right,  the  grantee  of  the  rent-charge  being  subject  to 
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Co.  LIT.  148  a.  But  yet  a  rent  charge  by  the  act  of  the  party  may  in 
some  case  be  apportioned.  As  if  a  man  hath  a  rent  charge  of  twenty 
shillings,  he  may  release  to  the  tenant  of  the  land  ten  shillings  or  more 
or  less,  and  reserve  part ;  for  the  grantee  dealeth  on\y  with  that  which 
is  his  own,  viz.,  the  rent,  and  dealeth  not  with  the  land,  as  in  case  of 
purchase  of  part  And  so  was  it  holden  in  the  Common  Place,  Hil.  14 
KHz.,  which  I  myself  heard  and  observed.  So  if  the  grantee  of  an 
annuity  or  rent  charge  of  twenty  pound  grant  ten  pound  parcel  of  the 
same  annuity  or  rent  charge,  and  the  tenant  attorn,  hereby  the  annuity 
or  rent  charge  is  divided. 

ID.  So  likewise  if  the  lessor  granteth  part  of  the  reversion  to  a 
stranger,  the  rent  shall  be  apportioned ;  for  the  rent  is  incident  to  the 
reversion.  So  it  is  if  tenant  by  knight's  service  by  his  last  will  and 
testament  in  writing  deviseth  the  reversion  of  two  parts  of  the  lands, 
the  devisee  shall  have  two  parts  of  the  rent. 

Co.  LIT.  148  b.  This  is  intended  of  a  fee  simple,  for  if  there  be  a 
lord  and  tenant  of  forty  acres  of  land  by  fealty  and  twenty  shillings 
rent,  if  the  tenant  maketh  a  gift  in  tail,  or  a  lease  for  life  or  years,  of 
parcel  thereof  to  the  lord,  in  this  case  the  rent  shall  not  be  apportioned 
for  an}*  part,  but  the  rent  shall  be  suspended  for  the  whole  :  for  a  rent 
service  (saith  Littleton)  may  be  extinct  for  part,  and  apportioned  for 

no  feudal  services,  and  being  a  burden  upon  the  tenant  who  was  to  perform  them. 
Upon  this  principle  tbe  law,  in  every  instance,  avoided  giving  by  implication  a  contin- 
uation to  the  rent,  beyond  the  period  expressly  fixed  for  its  continuance.  Thus  if  a 
tenant  in  tail  of  land  die  without  issue,  his  wife  is  entitled  to  dower  for  her  life  out  of 
the  land,  notwithstanding  the  failure  of  the  issue  ;  but  the  widow  of  a  tenant  in  tail  of 
rent  is  not  entitled  to  her  dower  against  the  donor.  So  if  a  rent  is  granted  to  a  man 
and  his  heirs  generally,  and  he  dies  without  an  heir,  the  rent  does  not  escheat,  but 
sinks  into  the  land.  It  is  upon  this  principle  that  when  there  is  not  a  limitation  over 
in  fee,  a  tenant  in  tail  of  rent  acquires,  by  his  recovery,  no  more  than  a  base  fee.  But 
if  there  is  a  limitation  in  fee,  after  the  particular  limitation  in  tail,  the  grantor  has 
substantially  limited  the  rent  in  fee  ;  and  therefore,  it  is  doing  him  no  injustice  that 
the  recovery  should  give  the  donee,  who  suffers  it,  an  estate  in  fee  simple.  The  case 
of  Chaplin  v.  Chaplin  was,  that  Lady  Hanby,  the  grandmother  of  Porter  Chaplin, 
being  seised  in  fee,  conveyed  divers  lands,  to  the  use  and  intent  that  the  trustees 
named  in  the  deed,  should  receive  and  enjoy  a  rent-charge  of  £30  per  annum  to  them 
and  their  heirs,  with  power  to  distrain  for  it,  and  to  enter  and  hold  the  land  on  non- 
payment for  forty  days  ;  and  then  the  rent  was  declared  to  be  to  the  use  of  Porter 
Chaplin  in  tail  :  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  same  person  who  had  the  land  in  fee.  It 
is  stated  to  have  been  afterwards  disclosed  to  the  court,  that  the  legal  estate  of  the 
rent  in  fee  was  in  the  trustees.  But  it  is  worthy  of  the  attention  of  the  reader,  that  it 
was  not  necessary  that  any  new  matter  should  be  adduced  to  disclose  this  to  the  court,  as 
it  appears  on  the  face  of  the  deed  ;  for  a  conveyance  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  to  the  use  and 
intent  that  B.  and  bis  heirs  may  receive  a  rent  out  of  the  estate,  gives  B.  the  legal  fee 
of  the  rent ;  so  that  if  it  is  afterwards  declared,  that  B.  and  his  heirs  are  to  stand  seised 
of  the  rent  to  uses,  the  intended  cestuis  que  use  take  only  trust  or  equitable  estates. 
If,  therefore,  it  is  intended  to  limit  a  rent  in  strict  settlement,  it  is  necessary  to  do  it 
by  way  of  grant  at  common  law,  to  some  person  and  his  heirs,  to  the  uses  intended  to 
be  limited.  This  gives  the  grantee  the  mere  seisin  to  the  uses,  and  the  uses  declared 
upon  it  will  be  executed  by  the  Statute.  See  note  on  uses  271,  b.  VII.  3."  — Butler's 
note  to  Co.  Lit.  293  a. 
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the  rest ;  but  a  rent  service  cannot  be  suspended  in  part  by  the  act 
of  the  party,  and  in  esse  for  other  part.  So  it  is  if  the  lessor  enter 
upon  the  lessee  for  life  or  years  into  part,  and  thereof  disseise  or  put 
out  the  lessee,  the  rent  is  suspended  in  the  whole,  and  shall  not  be  ap- 
portioned for  any  part.  And  where  our  books  speak  of  an  apportion- 
ment in  case  where  the  lessor  enters  upon  the  lessee  in  part,  they  are 
to  be  understood  where  the  lessor  enters  lawfullj-,  as  upon  a  surrender, 
forfeiture,  or  such  like,  where  the  rent  is  lawfully  extinct  in  part. 

LIT.  §  224.  Also,  if  a  man  hath  a  rent  charge,  and  his  father  pur- 
chase parcel  of  the  tenements  charged  in  fee,  and  dieth,  and  this  parcel 
descends  to  his  son  who  hath  the  rent  charge,  now  this  charge  shall  be 
apportioned  according  to  the  value  of  the  land,  as  is  aforesaid  of  rent 
service ;  because  such  portion  of  the  land  purchased  by  the  father 
cometh  not  to  the  son  by  his  own  fact,  but  by  descent  and  by  course 
of  law. 


THRE'R  v.  BARTON. 
1570. 

[Reported  Moore,  94  pi.  232.] 

A  MAN  made  a  lease  for  a  hundred  years,  and  the  lessee  made  a 
lease  for  twent}1  years,  rendering  rent,  with  a  clause  of  re-entry ;  and 
afterwards  the  first  lessor  granted  the  reversion  in  fee,  and  attornment 
was  had  accordingly.  The  grantee  purchases  the  revei'sion  of  the 
term  ;  he  will  have  neither  the  rent  nor  the  re-entry,  for  the  reversion 
of  the  term,  to  which  it  was  incident,  is  extinct  in  the  reversion  in  fee. 
And  this  was  adjudged  at  the  Assizes  between  Lord  Thre'r  and  Barton 
who  was  lessee,  as  Stephens  relates.  And  Plowden  and  others  agreed  to 
it ;  but  Popham  took  this  diversity :  If  a  man  makes  a  lease  for  life, 
rendering  rent,  and  the  lessee  for  life  makes  a  lease  for  years  rendering 
rent,  and  afterwards  the  lessee  for  life  surrenders  to  him  in  the  rever- 
sion in  fee,  he  will  not  have  the  rent  of  the  lessee  for  years,  nor  an 
action  of  waste,  because  the  tenant  for  life  who  surrendered  could  not 
punish  the  waste  in  this  case.  So  if  the  tenant  purchases  the  reversion 
in  fee,  he  will  not  have  an  action  of  waste  during  his  own  life.  But 
otherwise  is  it  if  a  man  makes  a  lease  for  years  rendering  rent,  and 
afterwards  gYants  the  reversion  for  life,  or  for  j'ears,  and  he  in  rever- 
sion surrenders  to  him,  he  will  have  the  rent  or  waste,  because  it  was 
once  a  rent  incident  to  the  reversion,  and  so  it  was  not  in  the  other. 
But  Plowden  and  Ipseley  said  that  all  is  one  as  to  the  action  of  waste. 
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CIBEL  AND  HILL'S   CASE. 

COMMON  PLEAS.     1588. 

[Reported  1  Leon.  110.] 

A  LEASE  was  made  of  a  certain  house  and  land  rendering  rent,  and 
another  sum,  Nomine  pcence ;  and  for  the  Nomine  poence  the  lessor 
brought  an  action  of  debt.  The  lessee  pleaded,  that  the  lessor  had 
entered  into  parcel  of  the  land  demised,  upon  which  they  were  at  issue, 
and  found  for  the  plaintiff;  and  now  the  lessor  brought  debt  for  the 
rent  reserved  upon  the  same  lease ;  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded, 
ut  supra,  scil.  an  entry  into  parcel  of  the  land  demised  :  And  issue  was 
joined  upon  it ;  And  one  of  the  jury  was  challenged,  and  withdrawn, 
because  he  was  one  of  the  former  juiy :  And  the  issue  now  was, 
whether  the  said  Cibel,  the  lessor,  expulit  et  amovit  et  adhuc  extra 
tenet,  the  said  Hills.  And  to  prove  the  same,  it  was  given  in  evidence 
on  the  defendant's  part,  that  upon  the  land  demised  there  was  a  brick- 
kiln, and  thereupon  a  little  small  cottage,  and  that  the  lessor  entered, 
and  went  to  the  said  cottage  and  took  some  of  the  bricks  and  untiled 
the  said  cottage :  But  of  the  other  side  it  was  said,  that  the  lessor  had 
reserved  to  himself  the  bricks  and  tiles  aforesaid,  which  in  truth  were 
there  ready  made  at  the  time  of  the  lease  made,  and  that  he  did  not 
untile  the  brick-kiln  house,  but  that  it  fell  03*  tempest,  and  so  the  plain- 
tiff did  nothing  but  came  upon  the  land  to  carry  away  his  own  goods : 
And  also  he  had  used  the  said  bricks  and  tiles  upon  the  reparation  of 
the  house.  And  as  to  the  extra  tenet,  which  is  parcel  of  the  issue,  the 
lessor  did  not  continue  upon  the  land,  but  went  off  it,  and  relinquished 
the  possession :  But  as  to  this  last  point,  it  seemed  to  the  court,  that 
it  is  not  material  if  the  plaintiff  continued  his  possession  there  or  not, 
for  if  he  once  doth  anything  which  amounts  to  an  entry,  although  that 
he  depart  presently,  yet  the  possession  is  in  him  sufficient  to  suspend 
the  rent,  and  he  shall  be  said,  extra  tenere  the  defendant  the  lessee, 
until  he  hath  done  an  act  which  doth  amount  to  a  re-entry.  And  after- 
wards to  prove  a  re-entrj*,  it  was  given  in  evidence  on  the  plaintiffs 
part,  that  the  defendant  put  in  his  cattle  in  the  field  where  the  tfrick- 
kiln  was,  and  that  the  cattle  did  estra}'  into  the  place  where  the  defend- 
ant had  supposed  that  the  plaintiff  had  entered.  And  by  ANDERSON, 
Justice,  the  same  is  not  any  re-entry  to  revive  the  rent,  because  they 
were  not  put  into  the  same  place  by  the  lessee  himself,  but  went  there 
of  their  own  accord.  And  such  also  was  the  opinion  of  Justice  PERIAM. 
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CARREL  y.   READ. 
QUEEN'S  BENCH.     1595. 

[Reported  Cro.  El.  374.] 

COVENANT.  Lessee  for  years  covenants  to  drain  such  water  out  of 
land  before  such  a  day.  He  pleads,  that  before  the  day  the  lessor 
entered,  and  continued  in  possession  until  after  the  da}* :  and  it  was 
thereupon  demurred.  —  Adjudged  to  be  no  plea,  because  it  is  a  col- 
lateral act  to  be  done  by  him  ;  unless  he  had  said,  that  the  lessor  held 
him  out,  and  disturbed  him  to  do  it. 


CLUN   y.   FISHER. 

» 

KING'S  BENCH.     1612. 

[Reported  Cro.  Jac.  309.] 

DEBT  for  fifty  pounds  rent  reserved  upon  a  lease  for  years.  The  case 
upon  demurrer  was,  That  Anne  Breedon,  tenant  for  life,  made  a  lease 
for  fifty  years,  if  she  lived  so  long,  rendering  annually  during  the  term 
two  hundred  pounds  quarterly,  at  Michaelmas,  Christmas,  the  Annun- 
ciation, and  Midsummer,  by  equal  portions,  or  within  thirteen  weeks 
after  every  of  the  said  feasts.  She  dies  after  Michaelmas,  and  within 
the  thirteen  weeks,  and  for  the  rent  due  at  Michaelmas  before  her  death 
this  action  was  brought ;  and  all  this  matter  being  disclosed  in  the 
count,  the  defendant  demurred  in  law. 

The  sole  question  was,  Whether  this  rent  were  due,  she  dying  after 
Michaelmas,  and  before  the  end  of  the  said  thirteen  weeks? 

It  was  argued  by  Hedley  for  the  defendant,  and  Yelverton  for  the 
plaintiff ;  and,  after  argument  at  the  bar, 

FLEMING,  Chief  Justice,  and  WILLIAMS  delivered  their  opinion,  that 
this  rent  was  not  due ;  for  the  reservation  being  in  the  disjunctive  at 
the  four  feasts,  or  within  the  thirteen  weeks  after  every  of  the  said 
feasts,  nothing  is  due  until  the  end  of  the  thirteen  weeks,  but  there  is 
only  an  election  given  to  the  lessee  to  pay  it  at  the  feasts,  if  he  will, 
but  until  the  end  of  the  thirteen  weeks  he  cannot  demand  it  by  distress 
or  action  of  debt,  and  therefore  is  not  any  duty ;  and  if  the  ancestor 
make  such  a  lease,  and  die  after  Michaelmas,  before  the  end  of  the  thir- 
teen weeks,  this  rent  shall  go  to  the  heir,  and  not  to  the  executor :  and 
if  the  lessor  release  all  actions  and  demands  after  Michaelmas,  before 
the  end  of  six  months,  this  rent  is  not  released ;  but  peradventure 
by  a  particular  release,  with  precise  words,  it  may  be  released  :  and  if 
the  lessee  make  a  forfeiture,  and  the  lessor  enter  therefore  in  the  interim, 
betwixt  Michaelmas  and  the  end  of  the  thirteen  weeks,  no  rent  is  due 
to  the  lessor.  And  there  is  a  difference  betwixt  this  case  and  the  case 
of  JSarwick  v.  Foster,  Cro.  Jac.  233,  where  a  lease  made  for  twenty- 
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one  years  rendering  annually  at  Michaelmas,  or  within  forty  days,  such 
rent,  the  lease  beginning  at  Michaelmas  shall  end  there ;  and  the  rent 
was  due  for  the  last  year,  although  the  year  expired  before  the  forty 
days ;  for  the  reservation  being  annually  during  the  term,  at  the  said 
feasts,  or  within  forty  days,  it  shall  be  expounded  according  to  their 
contract  at  the  end  of  every  forty  days  during  the  term  :  but  the  term 
ending  at  Michaelmas,  so  as  there  cannot  be  forty  days  after  during  the 
term,  the  law  rejects  that  forty  da}*s  at  the  last  feast ;  for  that  cannot 
be,  and  then  it  is  due  at  the  feast,  according  to  the  contract  of  the 
parties :  but  here  the  term  being  uncertain,  depending  upon  the  life  of 
the  lessor,  the  law  respects  the  thirteen  weeks  as  the  feasts ;  and  as  if 
she  die  before  the  feasts,  it  is  not  due ;  so  if  she  die  after  the  feasts, 
and  before  the  thirteen  weeks  end,  it  is  not  due  by  the  contract :  and 
if  there  be  an  eviction  by  elder  title  betwixt  Michaelmas  and  the  thir- 
teen weeks,  there  is  not  an}-  rent  due ;  for  the  reservation  is  at  such 
days  during  the  term. 

CROKE,  Justice,  to  the  contrarj7 ;  for  the  rent  is  reserved  payable 
annually,  and  is  a  duty  at  the  said  feast,  otherwise  it  is  not  annually 
reserved,  nor  payable :  and  the  addition,  "or  within  thirteen  weeks," 
is  but  an  enlargement  of  the  day  of  payment,  for  the  case  of  the  lessee 
at  his  election  :  and  he  denied  the  law  to  be  so  in  the  cases  put  of  the 
death  of  the  ancestor  after  Michaelmas,  where  the  eviction  is  after 
Michaelmas  ;  for  he  held,  that  the  rent  is  due  to  the  executor,  and  not 
to  the  heir,  and  is  due  notwithstanding  the  eviction  after  Michaelmas  ; 
for  otherwise  the  intent  of  the  parties  to  have  an  annual  reservation  is 
destroyed,  if  the  rent  be  not  due  until  a  year  and  a  quarter  after.  Et 
adjournatur. 

NOTE. — Afterwards  it  was  adjudged  for  the  defendant.  See  Dyer, 
142,  and  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Bustard.1 


DORREL  v.   ANDREWS. 

1616. 
[Reported  Hob.  190.] 

ACTION  of  debt  was  brought  by  Mrs.  Dorrel  against  Andrews,  a 
knight,  upon  a  lease  made  by  her  to  him  in  trust  for  Trussel,  forsevent}-- 
five  pounds,  a  quarter's  rent,  and  declared  of  a  demise  de  toto  illo  mes- 
suagio  capitali  maner.  et  domo  mansionali,  cognit.  per  nomen  de 
Causton  infra  parochiam  de  Dunchurch,  ac  omnia  horrea  ter.  tene- 
menta,  t&c.,  scituat.  in  Causton.  The  defendant  pleads  an  entry  and 
expulsion  out  of  the  garden  house,  and  well,  though  parcel  of  the  tene- 
ments, &c. :  whereupon  issue ;  and  the  venue  was  de  Causton.  infra 
parochiam  de  Dunchurch,  and  the  plaintiff  had  judgment,  notwith- 
standing exception  taken  to  the  venue. 

1  See  Marsliall  v.  Moseley,  21  N.  Y.  280. 
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PARADINE  v.  JANE. 
KING'S  BENCH.     1647. 

[Reported  Aleyn,  26.] 

IN  debt  the  plaintiff  declares  upon  a  lease  for  years  rendering  rent  at 
the  four  usual  feasts  ;  and  for  rent  behind  for  three  years,  ending  at  the 
Feast  of  the  Annunciation,  21  Car.,  brings  his  action:  The  defendant 
pleads,  that  a  certain  German  prince,  bj"  name  Prince  Rupert,  an  alien 
born,  enemy  to  the  king  and  kingdom,  hath  invaded  the  realm  with  an 
hostile  army  of  men ;  and  with  the  same  force  did  enter  upon  the  de- 
fendant's possession,  and  him  expelled,  and  held  out  of  possession  from 
the  19  of  July,  18  Car.,  till  the  Feast  of  the  Annunciation,  21  Car., 
whereby  he  could  not  take  the  profits  ;  whereupon  the  plaintiff  demurred, 
and  the  plea  was  resolved  insufficient. 

1.  Because  the  defendant  hath  not  answered  to  one  quarter's  rent. 

2.  He  hath  not  averred  that  the  army  were  all  aliens,  which  shall 
not  be  intended,  and  then  he  hath  his  remedy  against  them  ;  and  Bacon 
cited  33  H.  6,  1  e,  where  the  jailer  in  bar  of  an  escape  pleaded,  that 
alien  enemies  broke  the  prison,  &c.,  and  exception  taken  to  it,  for  that 
he  ought  to  show  of  what  country  they  were,  viz.  Scots,  &c. 

3.  It  was  resolved,  That  the  matter  of  the  plea  was  insufficient ;  for 
though  the  whole  army  had  been  alien  enemies,  yet  he  ought  to  pay  his 
rent.     And  this  difference  was  taken,  that  where  the  law  creates  a  duty 
or  charge,  and  the  part}"  is  disabled  to  perform  it  without  an}"  default  in 
him,  and  hath  no  remedy  over,  there  the  law  will  excuse  him.     As  in 
the  case  of  waste,  if  a  house  be  destroyed  by  tempest,  or  by  enemies, 
the  lessee  is  excused.      Dyer,  33  a;  Inst.  53  d,  283  a;  12  H.  4,  6. 
So  of  an  escape.     Co.  4,  84  b ;  33  H.  6,  1.     So  in  9  E.  3,  16,  a  super- 
sedeas  was  awarded  to  the  justices,  that  the}7  should  not  proceed  in  a 
cessavit  upon  a  cesser  during  the  war,  but  when  the  part}'  by  his  own 
contract  creates  a  duty  or  charge  upon  himself,  he  is  bound  to  make  it 
good,  if  he  may,  notwithstanding  any  accident  by  inevitable  necessity, 
because  he  might  have  provided  against  it  by  his  contract.     And  there- 
fore if  the  lessee  covenant  to  repair  a  house,  though  it  be  burned  by 
lightning,  or  thrown  down  by  enemies,  yet  he  ought  to  repair  it.    Dyer, 
33  a ;  40  E.  3,  6  h.     Now  the  rent  is  a  duty  created  by  the  parties 
upon  the  reservation,  and  had  there  been  a  covenant  to  pa}T  it,  there 
had  been  no  question  but  the  lessee  must  have  made  it  good,  notwith- 
standing the  interruption  bj-  enemies,  for  the  law  would  not  protect  him 
beyond  his  own  agreement,  no  more  than  in  the  case  of  reparations.   This 
reservation  then  being  a  covenant  in  law,  and  whereupon  an  action  of 
covenant  hath  been  maintained  (as  Roll  said),  it  is  all  one  as  if  there 
had  been  an  actual  covenant.     Another  reason  was  added,  that  as  the 
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lessee  is  to  have  the  advantage  of  casual  profits,  so  he  must  run  the 
hazard  of  casual  losses,  and  not  la}'  the  whole  burden  of  them  upon 
his  lessor ;  and  Dyer  56,  6,  was  cited  for  this  purpose,  that  though  the 
land  be  surrounded  or  gained  by  the  sea,  or  made  barren  by  wild-fire, 
yet  the  lessor  shall  have  his  whole  rent :  And  judgment  was  given  for 
the  plaintiff. 


ROPER  v.  LLOYD. 

KING'S  BENCH.     1678. 

[Reported  T.  Jones,  148.] 

IN  covenant  on  articles  of  agreement,  the  breach  was  assigned  for 
non-payment  of  rent  reserved  in  a  lease  for  years  of  a  messuage,  &c., 
by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  which  rent  the  defendant  covenanted 
to  pa}'.  The  defendant  pleaded  that,  after  the  articles,  the  plaintiff 
had  separated,  pulled  down,  taken  and  carried  away  a  penthouse,  fixed 
and  annexed  to  the  said  messuage,  and  part  of  the  premises  demised, 
and  detained  it  before  the  rent  became  due,  et  adhuc  detinet ;  judgment 
whether  the  action  la}'.  On  this  the  plaintiff  demurred,  and  judgment 
was  given  for  him,  for  this  was  no  suspension  of  the  rent,  but  a  trespass 
for  which  the  defendant  may  have  his  action.1 


COLBORNE  v.   WRIGHT. 

KING'S  BENCH.     1679. 

[Reported  2  Lev.  239.] 

DEBT  for  arrears  of  rent  as  executor,  and  also  as  administrator 
durante  minore  estate  of  his  co-executor,  and  declares,  that  the  testator 
made  the  plaintiff  and  others  his  executors,  and  that  J.  D.  seised  of  a 
rent  of  £20  per  annum,  devised  it  to  three  persons  in  equal  parts  in 
common,  and  that  all  the  three  devisees  levied  a  fine  of  one  moiety 
thereof  to  the  wife  of  the  testator  in  fee,  and  of  the  other  moiety  to  the 
use  of  a  stranger  in  fee,  and  that  the  stranger  granted  his  moiety  to  the 
wife  of  the  testator  in  fee,  that  the  testator  had  issue  by  her,  and  after 
the  wife  died,  whereby  the  testator  became  seised  of  the  whole  by 
curtesy  of  England,  and  that  the  rent  grew  due  to  the  testator,  who 
made  him  and  the  other  co-executors,  and  that  he  solely  proved  the 
will,  and  administration  was  granted  to  him  during  the  minority  of  the 
co-executor,  who  is  still  under  age.  To  this  declaration  the  defendant 
demurred,  and  two  things  were  now  insisted  on  for  the  defendant :  1 . 

i  Hunt  v.  Cope,  Covrp.  242,  accord.     See  Bennet  v.  Bittle,  4  Bawle,  339. 
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That  this  being  a  rent-charge  which  is  against  common  right,  it  cannot 
be  divided  only  to  make  tertenant  subject  to  several  distresses  without 
his  consent,  and  there  is  no  attornment,  Co.  Lit.  148  a  ;  aliter  of  a  rent- 
service  or  such  things  as  are  of  common  right,  Hob.  25.  Grantee  of  a 
rent  gives  part  thereof  by  fine,  the  tenant  is  not  bound  to  attorn,  there- 
fore the  devise  and  the  fine  to  uses  thus  divided  is  not  good.  He  agreed, 
that  to  a  devise  or  a  fine  to  uses  there  needs  no  attornment ;  but  the 
devise  or  fine  in  such  case  of  things  not  dividable,  can't  be  divided, 
but  the  devise  and  the  fine  itself  are  void.  2.  Both  the  executors  ought 
to  join  in  the  action,  though  only  one  of  them  prove  the  will,  and  an 
executor  and  administrator  to  the  same  person  are  inconsistent ;  for 
where  there  is  an  executor,  the  ordinary  hath  no  power  to  grant  admin- 
istration. 9  Co.,  Jfensloe's  Case;  Yelv.  130,  Smith  v.  Smith;  and 
Cunningham's  Case,  lately  adjudged  in  this  court.  To  which  it  was 
answered  by  the  counsel  of  the  plaintiff,  and  resolved  by  the  COURT  :  1. 
That  by  these  conve3-ances  of  devise  and  fine  to  uses,  the  rent  ma}-  be 
divided  without  the  assent  or  attornment  of  the  party,  because  his  as- 
sent or  attornment  is  not  necessary  to  the  perfection  of  these  convey- 
ances. 2.  Where  one  of  the  executors  is  an  infant,  and  cannot  prove 
the  will,  administration  durante  sua  minoritate  may  be  granted  to  the 
other,  who  must  sue  solely,  and  it  is  not  inconsistent  to  have  adminis- 
tration in  such  case,  for  it  is  not  granted  in  this  case,  as  it  is  upon  a 
dying  intestate ;  for  here  the  will  is  proved  but  only  to  enable  him  to 
sue  solely,  because  the  other  is  not  capable  of  proving  the  will,  nor  to 
join  with  him,  and  he  cannot  sue  solely ;  and  cited  Hatton  and  Mas- 
call's  Case,  entered  in  this  court,  Mich.  15  Car.  2,  B.  R.  Rot.  703,  the 
roll  whereof  was  brought  into  court,  and  appeared  to  be  so  adjudged. 
But  where  both  executors  are  of  full  age,  though  the  will  be  proved  by 
one  only,  the  action  must  be  brought  in  both  their  names. 

So  judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiff. 

Holt,  junior,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Levinz,  for  the  defendant.1 

ST.  11  GEO.  II.,  c.  19,  §  15.  And  whereas  where  any  lessor  or  land- 
lord, having  only  an  estate  for  life  in  the  lands,  tenements,  or  heredita- 
ments demised,  happens  to  die  before  or  on  the  day,  on  which  any  rent 
is  reserved,  or  made  payable,  such  rent,  or  any  part  thereof,  is  not  by 
law  recoverable  by  the  executors  or  administrators  of  such  lessor  or 
landlord ;  nor  is  the  person  in  reversion  entitled  thereto,  any  other 
than  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  such  lands,  tenements,  or  heredita- 
ments, from  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life  ;  of  which  advantage  hath 
been  often  taken  by  the  under-tenants,  who  thereby  avoid  paying  any 
thing  for  the  same  ;  for  remedy  whereof,  be  it  enacted  by  the  authority 

1  See  West  v.  Lassels,  Cro.  El.  851  ;  Collins  and  Harding's  Case,  13  Co.  57 ;  Ards 
v.  Watkin,  Cro.  El.  637,  651,  ante,  p.  667;  Rivis  v.  Watson,  5  M.  &  W.  255 ;  Ryerson 
v.  Quackenbush,  2  Dutch.  236. 
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aforesaid,  That  from  and  after  the  twenty  fourth  day  of  June,  one  thou- 
sand seven  hundred  and  thirty  eight,  where  any  tenant  for  life  shall 
happen  to  die  before  or  on  the  day,  on  which  any  rent  was  reserved  or 
made  payable  upon  any  demise  or  lease  of  any  lands,  tenements,  or 
hereditaments,  which  determined  on  the  death  of  such  tenant  for  life, 
that  the  executors  or  administrators  of  such  tenant  for  life  shall  uiul 
may  in  an  action  on  the  case  recover  of  aud  from  such  under-tenant  or 
under-tenants  of  such  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  if  such  tenant 
for  life  die  on  the  day  on  which  the  same  was  made  payable,  the  whole, 
or  if  before  such  day  then  a  proportion,  of  such  rent  according  to  the 
time  such  tenant  for  life  lived,  of  the  last  year,  or  quarter  of  a  }*ear, 
or  other  time  in  which  the  said  rent  was  growing  due  as  aforesaid, 
making  all  just  allowances  or  a  proportionable  part  thereof  respectively. 


ROCKINGHAM  v.  PENRICE. 
CHANCERY,  BEFORE  SIR  JOHN  TREVOR,  M.  R.,  1711. 

[Reported  1  P.  Wins.  177.] 

SIR  JAMES  OXENDEN  before  marriage,  and  in  consideration  of 
£10,000  portion,  settled  an  estate  upon  his  lady  (the  plaintiff,  the 
Lord  Rockingham's  sister)  for  her  life  for  her  jointure,  with  a  power 
for  himself  to  make  leases  at  the  usual  rent. 

Accordingly  Sir  James  made  leases  pursuant  to  the  power,  of  several 
parts  of  the  land  comprised  in  this  settlement,  reserving  the  rent  at 
Lady  Day  and  Michaelmas,  and  died  upon  Michaelmas  Day  between 
three  and  four  in  the  afternoon  and  before  sunset.  And  one  of  these 
several  lessees,  to  whom  the  leases  were  made,  paid  his  rent  (being 
£18),  unto  Sir  James  Oxenden  in  the  morning  of  the  said  Michaelmas 
Day  ;  but  the  other  tenants  had  not  paid  their  rent,  the  arrears  whereof 
came  to  about  £500. 

Hereupon  the  sole  question  was,  Whether  these  arrears  did  belong  to 
the  defendants,  the  executors  of  Sir  James  Oxenden  the  lessor,  or  to 
the  jointress  ? 

For  the  former  it  was  insisted,  that  when  Michaelmas  Day  came,  the 
rent  was  due  on  that  day,  and  therefore,  according  to  Clun's  Case,  10 
Co.  127  b,  if  on  Michaelmas  Day,  being  the  rent  day,  the  tenant  pays 
the  rent  in  the  morning  to  the  lessor,  who  dies  before  noon,  this  pay- 
ment, though  voluntary,  is  a  good  payment  against  all  but  the  King ; 
so  that  it  is  not  material  that  the  payment  was  not  compulsive,  or  that 
there  was  no  remedy  for  it  by  debt  or  distress  :  in  regard  it  appears  by 
that  book,  that  the  payment,  though  voluntary,  is  notwithstanding  good 
against  the  heir.  And  the  case  in  1  Saunders,  287,  of  JBaskerville  v. 
Mayo,  was  by  the  counsel  denied  to  be  law,  where  it  is  said  to  be  the 
opinion  of  Hale,  C.  J.,  that  if  one  leases  for  years,  rendering  rent,  and 
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dies  on  the  rent  day  after  sunset  and  before  midnight,  this  rent  shall  go 
to  the  heir,  and  not  to  the  executor,  for  that  (as  it  is  there  said)  though 
a  convenient  time  before  sunset  is  the  proper  time  to  demand  the 
rent,  }*et  it  is  not  due  until  "  the  end  of  the  day,  videlicet,  twelve  of 
the  clock  at  night,"  which  they  objected  was  not  law  ;  since  at  furthest 
the  rent  was  due  from  the  tenant  to  the  lessor  at  sunset ;  for  a  conven- 
ient time  before  sunset,  for  the  telling  the  money,  was  the  time  for  the 
landlord  to  demand  his  rent ;  upon  non-payment  of  which  the  lease 
might  be  avoided. 

But  it  would  be  absurd  to  say  the  lessee  should  forfeit  the  lease  for 
non-payment  of  the  rent  before  it  was  due  ;  and  a  case  was  cited  be- 
twixt Bellasis  and  Cole  at  the  Assizes  at  Durham  before  Mr.  Justice 
Tracy,  where  one  granted  a  rent-charge  for  life,  pa}'able  at  Lady  Day 
and  Michaelmas  ;  the  grantee  died  on  Michaelmas  Day  after  sunset ; 
and  the  question  was,  Whether  the  executor  of  the  grantee  should  have 
the  rent?  And  for  that  the  grantee  lived  until  after  sunset,  which  was 
the  legal  time  for  demanding  the  rent,  though  he  died  before  twelve 
of  the  clock  at  night,  yet  it  was  held  by  that  judge,  that  this  rent  should 
go  to  the  executor.  Besides,  it  was  observed  that  according  to  the 
other  construction,  if  the  jointress,  in  the  present  case,  should  live  but 
one  half  year  after  the  death  of  the  husband,  she  might  have  a  whole 
year's  rent,  which  would  be  unreasonable. 

But  on  the  other  side  it  was  argued,  and  solemnby  decreed  by  the 
MASTER  OF  THE  ROLLS,  that  the  lessor,  in  the  principal  case,  dj'ing  before 
sunset,  and  there  being  no  remedy  for  the  lessor  against  the  lessee, 
before  his  [the  lessor's]  death,  to  compel  the  payment  of  this  half  year's 
rent ;  and  upon  the  authority  of  Chin's  Case,  the  half  year's  rent  re- 
served payable  at  Michaelmas  should,  upon  the  death  of  the  lessor 
before  sunset,  go  to  the  jointress,  who  then  had  the  reversion. 

But  that  as  to  the  £18  rent  paid  by  one  of  the  tenants  to  the  lessor 
upon  Michaelmas  Day  in  the  morning,  this  was  a  good  payment  as  to 
the  lessee  the  tenant,  and  he  should  not  be  compelled  to  pay  the  same 
over  again ;  but  that  the  executors  of  Sir  James,  that  received  this 
half  year's  rent,  should  pa}-  and  account  for  the  same  unto  Lady 
Oxenden  the  jointress. 

Q.  As  to  the  last  point ;  for  if  the  £18  rent  was  a  good  payment  at 
law  (as  certainly  it  was  according  to  Clan's  Case},  why  must  it  not  be 
so  in  equity? 

See  the  case  of  Lord  Strafford  \.  Lady  Wentworth,  where  Sir  Henry 
Johnson,  tenant  for  life,  remainder  to  his  wife,  Lad}T  Wentworth,  for 
life,  made  a  lease  at  will  rendering  rent ;  and  died  on  Michaelmas  Day 
betwixt  three  and  four  in  the  afternoon,  and  before  sunset;  and  Lord 
Strafford,  as  administrator  to  Sir  Henry  Johnson,  claiming  the  rent, 

Lord  Chancellor  Macclesfield  held  Lord  Strafford  well  entitled  thereto ; 
and  cited  the  above-mentioned  case  of  Cole  v.  Bellasis,  and  said  there 
was  a  diversity  between  a  rent  incident  to  a  reversion  that  must  go 
somewhere  (if  not  to  the  executor,  then  to  the  heir),  and  where  the  rent 


718  JENNER   V.   MORGAN. 

was  to  go  nowhere,  unless  to  the  executor ;  in  the  latter  case,  if  the 
lessor  lived  to  the  beginning  of  that  day,  at  which  time  a  voluntary 
payment  of  the  rent  might  be  made,  this  would  be  sufficient  to  entitle 
the  executor  or  administrator  to  the  i*ent,  rather  than  that  it  should  be 
lost ;  for  it  would  be  strange  if  the  tenant  should  pay  the  rent  to  none  ; 
and  as  that  case  was,  the  person  in  remainder  (viz.  the  jointress)  could 
have  no  pretence  to  the  rent,  it  being  a  lease  at  will,  and  consequent!}' 
such  as  could  have  no  continuance  with  respect  to  her. 


JENNER  v.  MORGAN. 
CHANCERY.    BEFORE  LORD  COWPER,  C.     1718. 

[Reported  1  P.  Wms.  391.] 

TIIE  father  being  tenant  for  life,  remainder  in  tail  to  the  son  the 
plaintiff,  the  father  was  indebted  b}-  several  judgments,  and  his  land 
extended  by  J.  S.  a  judgment  creditor,  who  leased  the  same  to  the  de- 
fendant, rendering  £160  per  annum  payable  quarterly. 

March  6,  1710,  the  father  the  tenant  for  life  died,  and  the  defendant 
the  tenant  continuing  in  possession  until  after  the  Lad}'  Day  following ; 

It  was  insisted  for  the  plaintiff  that  the  Lady  Day's  rent  (being  £40) 
ought  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant  the  tenant,  for  that 
the  defendant,  by  his  holding  over,  showed  his  election  to  continue 
tenant  at  will  to  the  plaintiff  the  son  ;  and  that  this  could  be  no  hard- 
ship on  the  tenant,  since  in  all  events  he  ought  to  pay  his  rent  to  some 
person,  and  J.  S.  the  judgment  creditor  could  have  no  pretence  to  the 
Lad}T  Day's  rent ;  and  though,  in  this  case,  the  tenant  for  life  died 
6  March,  the  reason  had  been  the  same,  if  he  had  died  the  day  after 
Christmas  Day. 

LORD  CHANCELLOR.  There  are  several  remedial  Statutes  relating  to 
rents,  but  this  is  casus  omissus  ;  the  law  does  not  apportion  rent  in 
point  of  time,  and  I  do  not  know  that  equity  ever  did  it ;  this  is  an 
accident  which  the  judgment  creditor  might  have  guarded  against  by 
reserving  the  rent  weekly ;  so  that  it  is  his  fault,  and  becomes  a  gift  in 
law  to  the  tenant. 

Whereupon  the  COURT  held,  that  as  to  the  profits  from  the  end  of  the 
last  quarter  to  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  the  tenant  should  pay 
nothing ;  but  for  the  profits,  from  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  the 
tenant  the  under-lessee  was  to  account  to  the  plaintiff;  and  with  re- 
gard to  the  notion  that  the  tenant's  remaining  in  possession  showed 
his  election  to  continue  at  the  old  rent;  this,  the  COURT  said,  only 
showed  his  election  from  that  time,  and  not  from  the  end  of  the 
preceding  quarter  day. 
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WEBB  v.   RUSSELL. 

KING'S  BENCH.     1789. 

[Reported  3  T.  R.  393.] 

THIS  was  an  action  of  covenant.  The  declaration  stated  an  indenture 
of  26th  October  1780,  by  which  William  Stokes,  and  R.  Webb  who  was 
described  to  be  the  mortgagee  of  the  premises  in  question,  demised 
them  to  the  defendant  for  11  }-ears,  from  the  29th  September  then  last, 
at  the  yearty  rent  of  £200  payable  to  Stokes  or  his  assigns  ;  in  which 
were  contained  covenants  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  with  Stokes  and 
his  assigns  (inter  alia)  to  pa}'  the  rent,  and  to  keep  the  premises  in 
repair.  It  then  stated  that  R.  Webb  at  the  time  of  the  lease  was  pos- 
sessed of  the  premises  for  the  residue  then  to  come  and  unexpired  of  a 
term  of  99  years,  commencing  on  the  24th  of  June  1770,  subject  to  an 
equity  of  redemption  b}*  Stokes  on  payment  of  a  certain  sum  with  inter- 
est to  R.  Webb.  That  the  defendant  entered  on  26th  October  1780, 
and  became  possessed  for  the  term  of  11  years,  the  reversion  thereof 
for  the  term  of  99  years  belonging  to  R.  Webb,  subject  to  such  equity 
of  redemption,  and  the  further  reversion  in  fee  belonging  to  one  G. 
Medley.  It  then  stated  that  by  indentures  of  lease  and  release  of  the 
23d  and  24th  March  1781,  Medley  granted  the  reversion  in  fee,  expec- 
tant on  the  determination  of  the  term  for  99  years,  to  Stokes  and  Mor- 
gan Thomas ;  who,  b}-  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  26th  and 
27th  March  1781,  and  made  between  Stokes  and  Thomasof  the  first  part, 
R.  Webb  of  the  second  part,  and  Makepeace  Thackeray  of  the  third 
part,  granted  it  to  Thackeray  his  heirs  and  assigns  in  trust  for  R.  Webb 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  subject  to  a  proviso  for  redemption  on  pa3-ment 
of  a  certain  sum  of  interest  by  Stokes  to  R.  Webb  on  a  day  therein 
mentioned  and  since  past.  That  on  the  30th  May  1785  R.  Webb  died, 
having  first  made  his  will ;  by  which  he  bequeathed  to  the  plaintiff  all 
his  worldly  estate,  and  appointed  her  sole  executrix ;  that  she  proved 
the  will,  took  upon  herself  the  burden  of  the  execution  of  it,  assented 
to  the  said  bequest,  and  claimed  to  have  the  reversion  of  the  premises 
for  the  residue  of  the  term  of  99  years  (subject  to  Stokes's  equity  of 
redemption),  and  the  money  thereupon  secured  to  R.  Webb,  as  legatee  ; 
and  by  virtue  of  that  bequest,  assent,  and  claim,  she  became  possessed 
of  the  said  reversion  for  the  residue  of  the  term  of  99  years,  subject, 
&c.  That  by  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  12th  and  13th 
February  1787,  and  made  between  Thackeray  of  the  first  part,  Stokes 
of  the  second  part,  and  the  plaintiff  of  the  third  part,  Thackeray  and 
Stokes  granted  and  released  to  the  plaintiff  the  reversion  of  the  prem- 
ises in  fee,  freed  and  discharged  from  all  right  and  equity  of  redemption 
whatsoever ;  by  virtue  whereof  she  became  and  was  and  still  is  seised 
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in  fee  of  the  reversion  of  the  premises,  immediate!}1  expectant  on  the 
determination  of  the  term  of  11  years.  The  declaration  concluded  with 
setting  forth  two  breaches  of  covenant ;  the  one  for  non-payment  of  one 
year  and  one  quarter's  rent,  due  at  Lady  Day  1788  ;  and  the  other  for 
not  keeping  the  premises  in  repair. 

To  this  there  was  a  general  demurrer ;  and  joinder. 

Shepherd,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

Marryatt,  contra.  Cur.  adv.  vult. 

LORD  KENTON,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  judges  then 
in  court. 

I  cannot  conceive  why  the  plaintiff  has  introduced  into  her  declaration 
many  facts  there  stated.  If  there  were  no  other  objection  against  the 
plaintiffs  recovering  in  this  action,  the  pleader  has  raised  some  diffi- 
cult}' to  himself  by  stating  that  the  plaintiff,  who  was  executrix,  as- 
sented to  the  legacy  to  herself,  and  took  the  term  in  her  own  right ;  for 
in  some  views  of  this  question,  the  action  possibly  might  have  been 
sustained,  if  the  plaintiff  had  sued  as  executrix ;  because  nothing  is 
clearer  than  that  a  term  which  is  taken  in  alieno  jure  is  not  merged  in 
a  reversion  acquired  suojure. 

It  is  extremely  well  settled  at  common  law,  without  referring  to  the 
Statute  32  H.  8,  c.  34,  that  covenants  which  run  with  the  land  will  pass 
to  the  person  to  whom  the  land  descends.  And  that  Statute  enacted, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  grantees  of  reversions,  that  they  should  have  the 
like  advantages  against  the  lessees,  their  executors,  &c.  b}T  entry  for 
non-payment  of  the  rent ;  and  should  have  and  enjoy  all  and  every 
such  advantages,  benefits,  and  remedies,  by  action  only  for  not  per- 
forming other  conditions,  covenants,  or  agreements,  contained  in  the 
leases,  against  the  lessees,  as  the  lessors  or  grantors  had.  The  Statute 
also  contains  a  clause,  giving  the  lessees  the  same  remedy  against  the 
grantees  of  the  reversion  which  they  might  have  had  against  their 
grantors.  Therefore  under  this  Statute  the  grantees  or  assignees  stand 
in  the  same  situation,  and  have  the  same  remcd}'  against  their  lessees, 
as  the  heirs  at  law  of  individuals,  or  the  successors  (in  the  case  of  cor- 
porations), had  before  the  Statute.  It  becomes  therefore  necessary  to 
inquire  whether  this  action  of  covenant  could  have  been  maintained  by 
the  heirs  of  the  person  from  whom  the  plaintiff  derives  her  title.  I  have 
already  observed  upon  the  introduction  of  one  fact  into  this  case,  which 
might  have  been  omitted ;  there  is  also  another,  which  deserves  some 
observation  here.  It  is  stated  that  Stokes  was  only  a  mortgagor,  who 
had  parted  with  his  whole  term  to  the  mortgagee ;  and  the  declaration 
goes  on  to  state  that  the  whole  interest  which  was  vested  in  him  he  had 
transferred  to  the  mortgagee.  Therefore,  in  point  of  law,  I  cannot 
conceive  how  this  covenant  made  with  Stokes  can  be  said  to  run  with 
the  land ;  for  Stokes  is  stated  in  the  declaration  to  have  no  interest 
whatever  in  the  land,  and  yet  both  the  implied  covenant,  arising  from 
the  "  yielding  and  paying,"  and  also  the  express  covenants  are  entered 
into  with  Stokes.  It  is  not  sufficient  that  a  covenant  is  concerning  the 
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land,  but,  in  order  to  make  it  run  with  the  land,  there  must  be  a  privitj' 
of  estate  between  the  covenanting  parties.  But  here  Stokes  had  no 
interest  in  the  land  of  which  a  court  of  law  could  take  notice  ;  though 
he  had  an  equity  of  redemption,  an  interest  which  a  Court  of  Equity 
would  take  notice  of.  These  therefore  were  collateral  covenants.  And 
though  a  party  may  covenant  with  a  stranger  to  pa}-  a  certain  rent  in 
consideration  of  a  benefit  to  be  derived  under  a  third  person,  yet  such  a 
covenant  cannot  run  with  the  land. 

But  even  supposing  that  these  covenants  had  been  entered  into  (not 
with  Stokes  but)  with  Webb,  who  had  an  interest  in  the  land,  the  sub- 
sequent transaction,  which  is  stated  in  the  declaration,  puts  an  end  to 
this  question.  It  appears  that  the  person  entitled  to  the  reversion  of 
the  99  years  term,  expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  11  years 
term  created  by  the  lease,  afterwards  acquired  in  her  own  person  the 
absolute  inheritance  of  the  land  ;  in  consequence  of  which  the  reversion 
attendant  on  the  lease  granted  to  the  tenant  no  longer  existed.  An- 
other estate,  totally  different,  arose  by  the  extinguishment  of  the  inter- 
vening estate.  Many  cases  were  cited  on  this  subject ;  one  of  which, 
Moor.  94,  is  very  applicable.  There  a  person  made  a  lease  for  100 
j-ears,  and  the  lessee  made  an  underlease  for  20  years,  rendering  rent, 
with  a  clause  of  re-entry ;  afterwards  the  original  lessor  granted  the 
reversion  in  fee,  and  the  grantee  purchased  the  reversion  of  the  term  ; 
and  it  was  held  that  the  grantee  should  not  have  either  the  rent,  or  the 
power  of  re-entry ;  for  the  reversion  of  the  term,  to  which  the}*  were 
incident,  was  extinguished  in  the  reversion  in  fee.  And  though  this 
case  was  only  determined  at  the  Assizes,  yet  it  was  afterwards  recog- 
nized in  the  court. 

Considering  then  that  these  are  covenants  entered  into  with  a  stran- 
ger that  do  not  run  with  the  land,  considering  also  that  the  rent  is 
incident  to  the  reversion  out  of  which  the  term  is  carved,  and  that  that 
reversion  is  gone,  it  seems  to  me,  with  all  the  inclination  which  we  have 
to  support  the  action  (and  we  have  hitherto  delaj^ed  giving  judgment 
in  the  hopes  of  being  able  to  find  some  ground,  on  which  the  plaintiff's 
demand  might  be  sustained) ,  that  it  cannot  be  supported.  The  defence 
which  is  made  is  made  of  a  most  unrighteous  and  unconscious  [uncon- 
scientious?]  nature  :  but  unfortunately  for  the  plaintiff  the  mode  which 
she  has  taken  to  enforce  her  demand  cannot  be  supported ;  and  conse- 
quently there  must  be  Judgment  for  the  defendant.* 

1  Stevenson  v.  Lambard,  2  East,  575  (1802),  which  comes  here  in  chronological  order, 
has  been  printed  ante,  p.  679. 
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SMITH  v.  EALEIGH. 
NISI  PRIUS.     1814. 
[Reported  3  Camp.  513.] 

ASSUMPSIT  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  a  bouse  and  garden.  Plea, 
the  general  issue. 

It  appeared,  that  after  the  defendant  had  agreed  to  take  the  premises 
at  an  entire  rent,  and  possession  had  been  delivered  to  him,  the  plaintiff 
railed  off  a  part  of  the  garden,  and  built  a  privy  upon  it,  for  the  use  of 
a  number  of  his  other  tenants.  The  defendant  thereupon  returned  the 
keys  to  him. 

LORD  ELLENBOROUGH  ruled,  that  this  amounted  to  an  eviction  from 
part  of  the  demised  premises  ;  which,  the  taking  being  single,  and  the 
rent  entire,  he  considered  a  complete  answer  to  the  action. 

Plaintiff  nonsuited. 

Topping  and  Puller  for  the  plaintiff. 

Garrow,  A.  #.,  for  the  defendant.1 


BURN  v.  PHELPS. 
NISI  PRIUS.  1815. 
[Reported  1  Stark.  94.] 

ASSUMPSIT  for  use  and  occupation. 

The  defendant  being  tenant  to  the  plaintiff  of  premises  in  Worcester- 
shire at  £130  per  annum,  under-let  the  premises  to  Badger  and  several 
other  under-tenants ;  during  this  tenancy  and  the  under-tenancies,  the 
plaintiff  gave  notice  to  Badger  and  the  other  under-tenants  to  quit,  and 
Badger  had  in  fact  quitted,  and  the  premises  occupied  by  him  worth 
£60  per  annum  remained  unoccupied  for  one  year;  at  the  expiration  of 
the  year  Phelps  again  under-let  them  to  another  tenant ;  and  he  still 
continued  in  possession  of  the  whole  by  his  under-tenants  ;  the  defend- 
ant had  paid  into  court  a  sum  which  covered  all  the  rent  claimed  except 
the  £60,  which  he  insisted  upon  was  not  due  to  the  plaintiff. 

LORD  ELLENBOROUGH  was  of  opinion,  that  under  the  circumstances 

1  This  case  was  recognized  hy  Dallas,  J.,  in  Stokes  v.  Cooper,  Worcester  Lent  Assizes, 
1814,  in  which  the  rule  was  laid  down,  that  after  eviction  from  part,  the  landlord  can- 
not recover  npon  the  original  contract,  and  the  tenant,  by  giving  up  possession  of  the 
residue,  is  entirely  discharged  ;  but  that  if  the  tenant,  after  the  eviction,  continues  in 
possession  of  the  residue,  he  may  be  liable  upon  a  quantum  meruit.  Vide  Dalston  v. 
Reeve,  Ld.  Raym.  77  ;  Clan's  Case,  10  Rep.  128.  —REP. 

See  Tomlinaon  v.  Day,  2  Brod.  &  B.  680  ;  s.  c.  5  Moore,  558. 
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the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  an  eviction  as  to  the  premises  occupied  by 
Badger,  at  the  least,  and  suggested  that  an  eviction  might  have  been 
pleaded  to  the  whole  demand.  Upon  signifying  this  opinion  to  the 
jury,  the  plaintiff  elected  to  be  nonsuited. 

The  Attorney-  General  and  Scarlett  for  the  plaintiff. 

Park  and  Marryatt  for  the  defendant. 


THORN  v.  WOOLLCOMBE. 
KING'S  BENCH.     1832. 
[Reported  3  B.  &  Ad.  586.] 

COVENANT.  The  declaration  stated  that  by  indenture  made  between 
Peter  Paige,  the  testator,  of  one  part,  and  the  defendant  of  another,  it 
was  agreed  that  the  defendant  should  retain  in  his  hands  a  certain  sum 
of  £300  in  the  indenture  mentioned  during  a  certain  term  created  by 
lease  of  the  16th  of  July,  1818 ;  and  that  if  P.  P.  should  during  that 
term  pay  the  rent  reserved  by  the  lease,  and  fulfil  the  covenants  therein, 
the  defendant  would  pay  interest  on  the  £300  to  P.  P. ;  and  after  the 
expiration  of  the  said  term,  or  the  extinguishment  of  a  certain  inden- 
ture of  lease  of  the  1st  of  December,  1759,  by  surrender  or  otherwise, 
and  the  payment  by  P.  P.,  his  executors,  &c.,  of  the  before-mentioned 
rent,  down  to  the  time  of  such  extinguishment,  he,  the  defendant, 
would  pay  over  to  P.  P.,  his  executors,  &c.,  the  said  sum  of  £300. 
Averment,  that  before  any  of  the  rent  became  due,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  all 
the  residue  of  the  term  granted  by  the  lease  of  1759  legally  came  to  the 
defendant,  who  was  then  seised  in  fee  of  and  in  the  reversion  of  the 
premises  demised  by  that  lease  expectant  on  the  determination  of 
the  term  thereby  granted,  whereupon  and  whereby  the  residue  of  the 
said  term  became  merged  in  the  said  inheritance  of  the  defendant,  and 
utterly  extinguished  ;  and  that  until  that  time  P.  P.  kept  all  the  cove- 
nants in  the  indenture  of  1818  on  his  part  to  be  performed.  Breaches, 
that  the  defendant  did  not  pay  the  interest,  and  that  although  the  resi- 
due of  the  term  granted  by  the  lease  of  1 759  became  merged  and  extin- 
guished as  aforesaid,  the  defendant  did  not  pay  the  £300.  There  was 
another  count  stating  particular!}-  the  manner  in  which,  as  it  was  al- 
leged, the  residue  of  the  term  became  merged  in  the  defendant's  estate 
in  fee.  Pleas,  non  estfactum,  and  a  special  plea,  among  others,  deny- 
ing that  the  residue  of  the  term  in  the  lease  of  1759  became  merged  or 
extinguished  as  stated  in  the  declaration.  There  was  also  a  plea  of  set- 
off  for  mone3-s  paid,  &c.  At  the  trial  before  Park,  J.,  at  the  Exeter 
Spring  Assizes,  1831,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to 
the  opinion  of  this  court  on  the  following  case  :  — 

By  indenture  dated  1st  of  December,  1759,  certain  premises  were 
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demised  to  three  parties  therein  named  for  ninety-nine  years,  if  William 
Hicks,  Philip  Hicks,  and  Mary  Hicks  should  so  long  live,  subject  to 
certain  rents,  &c.  The  term  so  created  passed  by  an  indenture  subse- 
quently made,  to  William  Hicks,  Philip  Hicks,  and  John  Hicks.  By 
indenture  bearing  date  16th  of  July,  1818,  between  these  three  last- 
mentioned  persons  of  the  one  part,  and  Peter  Paige,  the  testator,  of  the 
other,  it  was  witnessed  that,  for  the  considerations  therein  mentioned, 
the  three  Hickses  did  demise,  lease,  set  and  to  farm  let  unto  Paige  the 
said  premises  (then  in  the  possession  of  W.  and  J.  Hicks  and  of  the 
said  Paige)  excepting  as  in  the  original  lease  was  excepted,  to  hold 
from  the  25th  of  March,  1821,  for  sixty-«two  }-ears  thence  next  ensuing 
if  the  right  and  interest  of  the  Hickses  should  so  long  continue,  at  the 
yearly  rent  of  £63  as  therein  mentioned.  The  indenture  (which,  as  well 
as  the  deeds  after-mentioned,  was  to  be  taken  as  part  of  the  case)  con- 
tained covenants  for  pa}Tnent  of  rent  to  the  Hickses,  and  of  heriots,  for 
repairing,  for  keeping  all  the  covenants  in  the  original  lease,  so  that  the 
same  might  not  be  forfeited,  for  payment  of  taxes,  &c.,  then  payable  or 
thereafter  to  be  imposed,  and  for  re-entry  by  W.,  P.,  and  J.  Hicks,  in 
case  the  rent  should  be  unpaid,  or  the  covenants  in  that  and  in  the 
original  lease  not  performed. 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release  bearing  date  the  3d  and  4th  of 
Ma}',  1810,  James  Barry,  in  whom  the  fee  in  the  premises  then  was, 
conveyed  the  said  fee  to  Paige  to  the  uses,  and  upon  the  trusts,  and  in 
the  manner  therein  mentioned  ;  and  in  1817  Paige  demised  the  premises 
to  one  Chapman  for  one  thousand  years  from  the  day  preceding  the 
demise,  as  security  for  £1000. 

By  lease  and  release,  bearing  date  the  24th  and  25th  of  August,  1820, 
between  Peter  Paige  of  the  one  part,  Chapman  of  another  part,  and  the 
defendant  of  another  part,  reciting  the  indentures  above  mentioned,  and 
that  W.,  P.,  and  J.  Hicks  had  become  entitled  to  the  premises  for  the 
remainder  of  the  said  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  determinable  on  the 
deaths  of  William  and  Philip  Hicks ;  reciting,  also,  an  assignment  by 
Philip  (executed  just  before  the  present  lease  and  release)  of  his  share 
in  the  premises  during  the  remainder  of  the  terra  to  Paige,  so  that  (as 
was  alleged)  Paige  then  had  the  fee-simple  and  inheritance  of  the  prem- 
ises, subject  to  the  payment  of  £42  per  annum  to  William  Hicks  and 
John  Hicks  during  the  said  term  :  reciting,  also,  that  the  defendant  had 
agreed  for  the  purchase  of  the  fee-simple  and  inheritance  in  possession 
of  the  said  hereditaments  and  premises  for  £2245,  and  that  Chapman 
had  been  applied  to,  and  had  agreed,  to  join  in  the  conveyance  on  being 
paid  his  £1000,  and  to  surrender  his  term  of  one  thousand  years  to  the 
intent  after  mentioned:  and  further  reciting  that  it  had  been  agreed 
between  the  said  Peter  Paige  and  the  defendant,  that  £300,  part  of 
the  said  sum  of  £2245,  should  be  retained  by  the  defendant  as  after 
mentioned :  It  was  witnessed,  that  in  consideration  of  £1000  then  paid 
by  the  defendant  to  Chapman,  and  £945  to  Paige,  and  of  the  £300 
so  to  be  retained,  Paige  conveyed  the  premises  to  the  defendant  in 
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fee,  and  Chapman  assigned  to  the  defendant  the  said  term  of  one 
thousand  years  and  the  interest  created  by  the  said  indenture  of  mort- 
gage, in  order  that  such  term  and  interest  might  absolute! JT  vest  in  the 
defendant,  and  merge  in  the  inheritance  conveyed  to  him  by  Paige.  It 
was  further  declared  and  agreed  that  the  defendant  should  retain  the 
£300,  upon  trust,  that  if  Paige,  his  heirs,  executors,  &c.,  should  pay  the 
rent  and  perform  the  covenants  mentioned  in  the  lease  of  1818,  and 
save  the  defendant  harmless  therefrom,  then  the  defendant  should  pay 
five  per  cent  per  annum  interest  thereupon,  and  after  the  expiration  of 
the  said  term,  or  extinguishment  of  the  said  lease  of  1759  by  surrender 
or  otherwise,  pajr  over  the  said  £300  to  Paige,  his  executors,  &c.  Evi- 
dence was  given  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  to  show  that  he  had  paid 
the  £42  a  3-ear  to  the  Hickses  during  the  life  of  Paige,  with  his  consent, 
and,  after  his  death  (which  happened  in  1826),  with  the  consent  of  the 
plaintiff. 

Upon  these  facts,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that,  by  the  opera- 
tion of  the  deeds  of  July  16th,  1818,  and  August  24th  and  25th,  1820,  the 
term  created  by  the  deed  of  1759  became  extinguished  in  the  reversion 
in  fee,  and  the  entire  freehold  passed  from  Paige  to  the  defendant,  and 
that  the  defendant,  therefore,  was  bound  to  pay  the  £300  to  Paige,  and 
interest  upon  it  until  paj'ment,  the  verdict  was  to  stand  for  such  sum  as 
the  plaintiff  should  appear  entitled  to  ;  if  not,  a  nonsuit  to  be  entered. 
This  case  was  argued 1  on  a  former  day  of  the  term  by 

Follett,  for  the  plaintiff. 

JR.  Eayly,  contra.  Cur.  adv.  vult. 

LORD  TENTERDEN,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 
This  cause  came  before  the  court  upon  a  special  case ;  the  question 
being  whether  a  term  of  years  granted  in  the  j'ear  1759  had  become 
merged  in  the  fee  and  inheritance  of  the  land  thereb}'  demised. 

The  action  was  covenant  on  an  indenture  made  in  August,  1820. 
(His  Lordship  then  stated  the  pleadings  which  are  set  out  above.)  63* 
the  special  case  it  appears  that  the  lease  of  1759  was  for  a  term  of 
ninety-nine  j'ears,  if  three  persons  of  the  name  of  Hicks  should  so  long 
live.  This  lease  afterwards  became  vested  in  two  of  those  persons,  and 
another  of  the  same  name ;  and  in  the  year  1818,  the  persons  in  whom 
it  was  so  vested,  executed  a  deed  purporting  to  be  a  demise  of  the  land 
to  Peter  Paige  for  the  term  of  sixtj'-two  years,  if  their  right  and  interest 
should  so  long  continue,  at  the  3'early  rent  of  £63,  pa3'able  in  equal 
third  parts  to  each  of  those  three  persons ;  the  habendum  being  from 
the  25th  of  March,  1821.  Before  the  date  and  execution  of  this  deed, 
Peter  Paige  had  become  the  purchaser  of  the  fee  of  the  demised  land, 
and  had  mortgaged  it  for  a  thousand  3-ears  to  one  Joseph  Chapman  as 
a  security  for  £1000. 

In  1820  Peter  Paige  sold  and  conveyed  the  land  to  the  defendant  b3' 
the  indenture  on  which  the  action  was  brought.  To  this  indenture  the 

1  Before  LORD  TENTERDEN,  C.  J.,  LITTLEDALE,  PARKE,  and  PATTESON,  JJ. 
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Hickses  were  not  parties,  but  Joseph  Chapman  was  a  part}'  and  re- 
ceived his  mortgage  money,  and  assigned  his  term  to  the  defendant, 
that  it  might  be  merged  in  the  inheritance.  The  deed  executed  by  the 
Hickses  to  Paige  was  recited  in  this  conveyance  to  the  defendant,  and  it 
is  obvious  that  all  the  parties  to  that  conveyance  considered  the  instru- 
ment to  be  a  good  lease,  and  the  rent  of  £42  (Peter  Paige  having  pur- 
chased the  share  of  one  of  the  Hickses)  to  be  a  charge  upon  the  land, 
and  provision  was  made  for  indemnifying  the  defendant  against  it.  It 
was  so  considered  during  the  life  of  Peter  Paige,  and  the  £42  a  year 
was  paid  for  some  short  time  after  his  death. 

But  it  was  now  contended  that  the  instrument  executed  by  the 
Hickses  in  1818  was  not  a  lease,  but  operated  in  law  as  an  assignment 
of  the  entire  residue  of  the  term  granted  by  the  lease  in  1759  :  and  that 
although  that  term  might  not  be  merged  in  the  inheritance  immediately 
by  reason  of  the  intervening  term  of  years  then  vested  in  Chapman,  }*et 
that  it  did  become  merged  by  the  operation  of  the  conveyance  in  1820 
as  soon  as  the  term  came  in  esse,  if  not  before,  and  consequently  the 
£42  a  year  was  no  longer  a  charge  upon  the  land. 

We  have  reluctantly  come  to  that  conclusion,  by  reason  of  the  preju- 
dice to  the  Hickses ;  but  the  principles  of  the  law  on  this  subject  are 
plain,  and  the  authorities  quoted  by  Mr.  Follett  are  unanswerable. 

The  deed  of  1818  left  no  reversion  in  the  Hickses  ;  their  entire  interest 
passed  by  it ;  and  when  that  takes  place,  the  deed  operates  as  an  assign- 
ment, whatever  be  the  form  of  words  used  in  it. 

That  entire  interest,  having  thus  become  vested  in  Peter  Paige, 
passed  by  his  conveyance  to  the  defendant:  the  intervening  term  of 
one  thousand  years  was  merged,  and  the  term  created  by  the  lease  of 
1759  became  merged  also. 

On  the  behalf  of  the  defendant,  however,  it  was  urged  that  no  entry 
being  stated  in  the  case,  the  term  was  not  vested,  but  the  defendant  had 
only  an  interesse  termini.  It  is  not  necessary  to  consider  what  might 
be  the  effect  of  such  an  interest,  because  it  is  not  usual  to  aver  an  entry 
in  a  special  case,  whatever  may  be  necessary  on  a  special  verdict,  and 
the  facts  stated  furnish  sufficient  evidence  of  an  entry,  because  the  £42 
was  paid  for  some  time  after  the  25th  of  March,  1821,  and  at  least  on 
one  occasion  by  the  defendant  himself. 

Posted  to  the  plaintiff. 
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NEALE  v.  MACKENZIE. 

EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER.     1836. 

[Reported  1  M.  <&  W.  747.] 

WRIT  of  error  on  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  reported 
2  C.  M.  &  R.  84. 

Eompas,  Serjt,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Cleasby,  for  the  defendant. 

LORD  DENMAN,  C.  J.1  This  is  an  action  of  trespass  for  entering  the 
plaintiff's  dwelling-house,  and  taking  his  goods. 

The  declaration  is  dated  the  25th  of  April,  1834.  The  defendant,  on 
the  24th  of  May,  1834,  pleaded  that  he,  being  seised  of  the  dwelling- 
house  and  certain  other  premises,  demised  the  same  to  the  plaintiff  for 
one  year  from  the  25th  of  June,  1833,  at  the  rent  of  £70,  payable  quar- 
terly ;  that  the  plaintiff  accepted  the  lease,  and,  by  virtue  of  the  said 
demise,  entered  into  and  upon  the  said  demised  premises,  and  there- 
upon became  and  }'et  was  possessed  thereof  for  the  said  term  so  granted 
to  him  as  aforesaid ;  and,  until  the  25th  of  December,  1833,  and  from 
thence  until  and  at  the  time  when,  &c.,  held  and  enjo\"ed  the  dwelling- 
house  and  premises  by  virtue  of  the  said  demise  ;  that  on  the  said  25th 
of  December,  1833,  £35  of  the  rent  was  in  arrear,  wherefore  the  defend- 
ant entered  and  made  a  distress  for  the  same. 

The  plaintiff,  on  the  6th  of  December,  1834,  replied  that  one  Adam 
Charlton,  before  the  demise  in  the  plea  mentioned,  and  from  thence  and 
still  was  in  possession  of  eight  acres  of  land  of  the  said  demised  prem- 
ises, under  and  by  virtue  of  a  demise  theretofore  made  by  the  defendant 
to  him,  which  demise  was  then  and /row  thence  had  been  and  still  was 
in  full  force  and  undetermined,  whereby  the  plaintiff  did  not  and  could 
not  enter  into  the  possession  of,  or  hold  or  enjoy  the  said  last-mentioned 
land,  so  being  parcel  of  the  demised  premises  in  the  plea  mentioned  ; 
and  although  he  had  been  willing  and  desirous  of  entering,  he  had  been 
kept  out  of  possession  by  Adam  Charlton  by  virtue  of  the  demise  to 
him,  and  the  plaintiff  had  been  prevented  from  holding  and  receiving 
the  profits. 

The  rejoinder  alleges  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  his  entering  on 
the  demised  premises,  had  notice  that  Adam  Charlton  was  in  possession 
of  the  eight  acres  as  tenant  to  the  defendant,  under  a  demise  for  a  term 
then  unexpired. 

To  this  rejoinder  there  is  a  special  demurrer,  for  inconsistency  with 
the  plea  and  departure  therefrom. 

The  question  to  be  determined  is,  whether  the  replication  be  an 
answer  to  the  plea. 

It  has  been  argued  that  the  impediment  to  the  plaintiff's  obtaining 

1  The  opinion  only  is  here  given. 
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possession  of  the  eight  acres  demised  to  Adam  Charlton  by  the  defendant 
previously  to  the  demise  made  to  the  plaintiff,  is  in  the  nature  of  an 
eviction.  On  one  side  it  is  contended  that  it  is  analogous  to  an  eviction 
by  title  paramount,  the  right  of  Adam  Charlton  being  prior  to  the  de- 
mise made  by  the  lessor,  and  to  the  title  acquired  under  that  demise  by 
the  lessee ;  and  on  the  other  side,  that  it  is  analogous  to  an  eviction  by 
the  tortious  act  of  the  lessor,  since  the  impediment  arises  from  the 
\vrongful  act  of  the  lessor  himself  in  demising  land  which  he  had  already 
parted  with ;  and  is  not  to  be  distinguished  in  principle  from  the  case 
of  an  entry  upon  the  lessee  under  a  demise  made  by  the  lessor  to  a 
stranger  immediately  after  possession  taken  by  the  lessee. 

If  the  former  of  these  views  be  adopted,  the  rent  will  be  apportion- 
able,  and  the  distress  justified  by  the  plea :  for  it  is  clear  that  a  person 
ma}T  distrain  for  apportionable  rent ;  and,  if  the  defendant  was  entitled 
to  distrain  at  all,  the  action  of  trespass  cannot  be  maintained.  If  the 
latter  view  be  correct,  the  defendant  was  not  entitled  to  distrain  at  all, 
so  long  as  the  plaintiff  was  kept  out  of  possession  of  any  part  by  his 
wrongful  act. 

But,  we  are  of  opinion  lhat  the  impediment  to  the  plaintiffs  taking 
possession  in  this  case,  is  not  analogous  to  an  eviction :  for  it  appears 
to  us  that  no  interest  in  the  eight  acres  previously  demised  to  Adam 
Charlton  passed  to  the  plaintiff  b}'  the  demise  subsequently  made  to 
him.  The  demise  to  Adam  Charlton  covered  the  whole  time  during 
which  the  rent  distrained  for  accrued. 

But  it  has  been  supposed,  that  notwithstanding  the  demise  to  Adam 
Charlton,  b}*  which  the  defendant  had  parted  with  his  right  of  possession 
in  the  eight  acres,  the  plaintiff  by  his  subsequent  lease  took  an  interesse 
termini  in  these  eight  acres  for  the  period  of  his  own  lease,  viz.,  one 
year,  so  as  to  give  him  a  right  to  a  term  for  all  that  period,  and  to  the 
possession  on  the  determination  of  the  prior  lease  b}-  efflux  of  time,  or 
by  an}*  other  lawful  mode,  whenever  and  in  whatever  way  it  should  be 
determined  ;  and  that  the  existence  of  the  prior  demise  being  the  impedi- 
ment by  which  alone  the  plaintiff  was  prevented  from  obtaining  posses- 
sion under  the  demise  to  him,  the  case  must  be  governed  by  the  same 
principle  as  that  of  an  eviction  by  title  paramount:  and,  if  any  interest 
in  the  eight  acres  did  pass  to  the  plaintiff  under  the  demise  to  him,  we 
might  possibly  be  disposed  to  accede  to  this  view  of  the  case  ;  consid- 
ering that  eviction  by  title  paramount  means  eviction  by  a  title  superior 
to  the  titles  both  of  lessor  and  lessee  ;  against  which  neither  is  enabled 
to  make  a  defence. 

It  appears  to  us,  however,  upon  authority  which  we  do  not  feel  our- 
selves at  liberty  to  dispute,  that  the  demise  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  eight 
acres  in  question  was  wholly  void. 

It  has  been  already  observed  that  the  demise  to  Charlton  made  previ- 
ously to  the  demise  to  the  plaintiff,  covers  the  whole  of  the  plaintiffs 
term  ;  or  at  least  the  whole  period  for  which  the  distress  was  made. 
Now,  it  is  expressly  laid  down  in  Bacon's  Abr.,  Leases  (N.),  (which  is 
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to  be  considered  as  the  language  of  Lord  Chief  Baron  Gilbert)  as  fol- 
lows :  "  If  one  make  a  lease  to  A.  for  ten  years,  and  the  same  day 
make  a  parol  lease  to  B.  for  ten  years  of  the  same  lands,  this  second 
lease  is  absolutely  void,  and  can  never  take  effect  either  as  a  future  in- 
teresse  termini,  or  as  a  reversionary  interest,  though  the  first  lessee 
should  forfeit  or  otherwise  determine  his  estate,  or  though  the  first  lease 
were  on  condition,  and  the  condition  broken  within  ten  years  ;  neither 
shall  the  lessor  have  the  rent  reserved  upon  such  second  lease,  but  such 
second  lease  is  absolutely  void,  as  if  none  such  had  been  made.  The 
reason  whereof  is,  because  the  first  lease  being  made  for  ten  years,  the 
lessor  during  that  time  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  possession,  or  to  con- 
tract with  an}r  other  for  it ;  and  the  second  lease  being  made  the  same 
day,  and  for  no  longer  term  than  the  first  ten  years,  would  not  pass  any 
interest  as  a  future  interesse  termini  certainly  ;  for  the  first  lessee  had 
the  whole  interest  during  that  time  ;  and  his  forfeiture  or  determination 
of  it  sooner,  which  was  perfect!}-  contingent  and  accidental,  shall  never 
make  good  the  second  lease  as  a  future  interesse  termini,  when  at  the 
time  of  making  thereof  it  was  absolutely  void  for  want  of  a  power  in 
the  lessor  to  contract  for  it ;  and  as  a  reversionary  interest  it  cannot  be 
good  for  want  of  a  deed."  And  a  little  further  on,  "  But  now,  if  such 
second  lease  had  been  made  for  twenty  years,  then  it  had  been  good  as 
a  future  interesse  termini  for  the  last  ten  years,  and  void  for  the  first 
ten  years  for  the  reasons  before  given,  but  for  the  last  ten  years  it  had 
been  good  ;  because,  when  the  first  ten  years  were  elapsed,  the  second 
lessee  might  then  execute  and  1'educe  into  possession  by  entry  as  well 
as  if  it  had  been  at  first  made  in  possession  ;  for,  it  had  been  good  for 
the  whole  twenty  years  if  the  first  lease  had  not  stood  in  the  way,  and 
that  can  stand  in  the  way  no  longer  than  it  continues,  and  therefore,  by 
its  termination,  lets  in  the  second  lease ;  but,  as  a  grant  of  the  rever- 
sion such  second  lease  could  not  be  good  for  want  of  a  deed,  for  the 
reasons  before  given,  neither  could  any  attornment  help  it  or  let  in  the 
second  lease,  till  the  first  ten  years  ran  out  by  effusion  of  time."  And 
afterwards  it  is  said  that  if,  after  a  lease  for  ten  years,  a  second  lease 
by  deed  poll  were  made  for  twenty  years,  it  might  take  effect  with  at- 
tornment as  a  grant  of  the  reversion,  or,  if  no  attornment  could  be  had, 
"  yet  it  would  inure  as  a  future  interesse  termini  for  the  last  ten  years, 
and  would  be  absolutely  void  for  the  first  ten  years,  as  much  as  if  it  had 
been  made  by  parol." 

It  has  been  remarked  that  the  doctrine  here  laid  down  is  derived  from 
the  argument  of  counsel  in  the  case  of  Bracebridge  v.  Clowse,  in  Plowd. 
421 ;  but  it  may  be  answered,  that  although  the  matter  introduced  into 
Bacon's  Abridgment  is  first  distinct!}-  found  in  the  argument  set  forth 
at  length  in  Plowden,  it  now  stands  upon  the  authority  of  Lord 
Chief  Baron  Gilbert.  Moreover,  the  point  immediately  under  con- 
sideration in  this  case  is  confirmed  by  the  opinion  of  Gawdy,  J.,  in 
Dovev.  Willcot,  Cro.  Eliz.  160,  who  says:  "If  a  lease  be  made  for 
two  years,  and  after  the  lessor  let  the  land  for  four  years,  this  is  but  a 
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lease  for  two  years,  although  the  first  lessee  surrender,  for  he  had  no 
power  to  contract  for  the  first  two  years  at  the  beginning ;  but  other- 
wise when  the  estate  is  determinable  upon  an  uncertainty ;  "  and  cites 
Plowd.  Comment.  Smith  and  Stapleton's  Case,  which  is  the  case  where 
the  argument  is  full}*  stated,  —  fo.  432. 

It  may  be  remarked  also  that  in  Comyns's  Digest,  title  Estates 
(G.  13),  it  is  said  that  a  lease  which  cannot  take  effect  in  interest,  ex- 
cept by  possibility,  if  it  be  not  an  estoppel,  shall  be  void  ;  as,  if  tenant 
in  fee  leases  by  parol  to  A.  for  nine  years,  and  the  same  da}*  to  B.  for 
nine  }"ears,  the  lease  to  B.  shall  be  void.  For  this  he  cites  Plowden, 
432 ;  and  though  this  statement  be  only  part  of  the  language  of  the 
apprentice  who  argued  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Stapleton,  Chief  Baron 
Conmis,  by  introducing  it  in  this  general  way,  must  be  considered  as 
adopting  it  in  some  degree  at  least  as  authority ;  in  what  is  said  by 
Gawdy,  as  referred  to  in  Cro.  Eliz.  160,  there  is  afterwards  added 
Smith  v.  Stapleton,  Plow.  426,  though  it  is  not  clear  whether  this  be 
his  language  or  that  of  the  reporter. 

This  same  doctrine,  as  far  as  regards  a  second  parol  lease  for  years 
after  a  former  lease  for  years,  appears  to  have  been  treated  as  clear 
law  in  various  books ;  though  the  effect  of  such  a  lease  made  after  a 
prior  lease  for  life,  has  been  the  subject  of  discussion.  See  Bro.  Abr. 
Lease,  pi.  35,  48;  Plowden,  521,  note  of  the  reporter.  Welchden  v. 
Elkington,  Plowd.  521  ;  Plowden's  Quoeries,  122  and  161  ;  Sir  Hugh 
Cholmondeley' s  Case,  Moore,  344,  in  the  argument  of  Cook,  Attorney- 
General.  So,  in  Watt  v.  Maydewell,  Hutton,  105  :  "  If  a  man  make  a 
lease  for  twenty-one  }-ears,  and  after  makes  a  lease  for  twenty-one 
3*ears  by  parol,  that  is  merety  void  ;  but  if  the  second  lease  had  been 
by  deed,  and  he  had  procured  the  former  lessee  to  attorn,  he  shall  have 
the  reversion."  Edward  v.  Staler,  Hardr.  345,  arguendo.  So,  Shep- 
pard's  Touchst  275  b. :  "If  the  second  lease  be  for  the  same  or  a  less 
time,  as,  if  the  first  lease  be  for  twenty  years,  and  the  second  lease  be  for 
twenty  or  for  ten  years,  to  begin  at  the  same  time,  these  second  leases 
are  for  the  most  part  void /  "  but  if  the  second  lease  be  by  fine,  deed 
indented,  or  poll,  it  may  pass  the  reversion  with  attornment  when  at- 
tornment  is  necessary,  and  without,  if  not  necessary.  But  if  the  second 
lease  be  by  word  of  mouth,  it  is  otherwise.  .  .  .  And  if  the  second 
lease  be  \>y  fine,  or  deed  indented,  then  it  may  work  by  way  of  estoppel 
both  against  the  lessor  and  the  lessee ;  so  that,  if  the  first  lease  hap- 
pen by  any  means,  as,  by  surrender  or  otherwise,  to  determine  before 
it  be  run  out,  then  the  second  lessee  shall  have  it." 

Upon  these  authorities,  therefore,  we  feel  ourselves  obliged  to  hold 
that  the  lease  to  the  plaintiff  was  utterly  void,  so  far  as  regarded  the 
eight  acres  demised  to  Charlton. 

If  that  be  so,  we  are  unable  to  distinguish  the  case  in  principle  from 
that  of  Gardiner  v.  Williamson,  2  Barn.  &  Adolph.  336,  where  the 
tithes  of  a  parish,  together  with  a  messuage  used  as  a  homestead  for 
collecting  the  tithes,  having  been  demised  by  parol  at  a  rent  of  £200 
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per  annum,  and  a  distress  made  for  arrears,  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
held  that  an  action  of  trespass  would  lie,  because  the  demise  of  the 
tithes,  being  by  parol,  was  void.  There  was  no  valid  demise,  it  was  said, 
of  the  whole  subject-matter,  nor  any  distinct  rent  reserved  for  that  part 
of  it  upon  which  there  might  have  been  a  legal  distress.  That  case  was 
the  stronger,  because  it  was  contended  that  the  whole  rent  must  be 
taken  to  be  issuable  out  of  the  corporeal  hereditament,  upon  which 
alone  a  distress  could  be  made.  And  accordingl}*,  in  a  case  of  a  lease 
by  indenture,  Dyer  is  reported  to  have  held  (Moore,  50),  that,  if  lands 
at  common  law  and  copyhold  lands  are  leased  by  indenture  rendering 
rent,  all  the  rent  is  issuing  out  of  the  lands  at  common  law ;  for  the 
lessor  had  no  power  to  make  such  a  lease  of  copyhold,  wherefore  as  to 
this  the  lease  is  utterly  void  ;  but  it  is  added,  that  if  a  man  lets  lands, 
parcel  of  which  he  is  seised  of  by  disseisin,  then  the  rent  is  issuing  out 
of  all  the  land,  and  by  the  entry  of  the  disseisee  the  rent  shall  be  ap- 
portioned, because  the  lease  of  this  was  not  void  but  voidable.  In  this 
last  case  the  tenant  took  an  interest,  and  enjoyed  all  the  lands  demised 
till  the  time  of  his  being  evicted  from  a  parcel  thereof  by  the  disseisee, 
and  was  therefore  liable  in  respect  of  such  interest  and  enjoyment  to  a 
portion  of  the  rent.  In  the  case  before  the  court,  which  is  not  the  case 
of  a  demise  by  indenture,  the  rent  is  reserved  in  respect  of  all  the  land 
professed  to  be  demised,  and  to  be  issuing  out  of  the  whole  and  every 
part  thereof ;  and  as  the  plaintiff,  as  to  a  portion  of  the  land  comprised 
in  the  demise  (which  might  be  great  or  small,  as  far  as  the  principle  is 
concerned),  has  taken  no  interest,  and  had  no  enjoyment,  and  is  not 
bouud  by  an}'  estoppel,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  distress  made  by  the 
defendant  is  not  justifiable,  either  in  respect  to  the  whole  rent  reserved 
or  any  portion  of  it. 

It  may  further  be  observed,  that  even  supposing  the  plaintiff  to  have 
taken  an  interesse  termini  in  the  eight  acres,  capable  of  being  executed 
by  entry  in  case  the  demise  to  Charlton  should  happen  to  be  forfeited 
or  surrendered,  }*et,  as  that  demise  to  Charlton  was  in  force  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  plaintiffs  tenancy,  and  continued  during  the  whole 
period,  in  respect  of  which  the  distress  has  been  made,  no  demise  of 
those  eight  acres  to  the  plaintiff  ever  took  effect ;  and,  consequently,  no 
right  to  any  rent  in  respect  of  those  eight  acres  has  ever  come  into  ex- 
istence. And  we  are  not  aware  of  an}r  case  where  an  entire  rent  re- 
served has  been  held  to  be  apportionable,  in  which  the  tenant  has  not 
been  at  some  period  subject  to  the  entire  rent  b}r  virtue  of  the  demise. 
Here,  the  right  of  apportionment  is  not  founded  upon  any  eviction,  or 
other  matter  occurring  subsequently  to  the  demise,  but  upon  an  original 
defect  in  the  demise  itself  by  which  the  entire  rent  was  reserved.  In 
this  respect  it  is  strictly  analogous  to  Gardiner  v.  Williamson. 

In  the  case  of  Tomlinson  v.  Day,  5  Moore,  558,  which  has  been  re- 
ferred to,  the  landlord  did  not  claim  an  apportioned  part  of  an  entire 
rent,  either  by  avowry  for  a  distress  or  by  action  for  the  rent.  It  was 
an  action  for  use  and  occupation,  in  which  he  was  allowed  to  make  use 
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of  an  agreement  for  a  lease  (according  to  the  express  provision  of  the 
Statute  11  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  §  14),  "as  evidence  of  the  quantum  of  dam- 
ages to  be  recovered ; "  and,  as  the  defendant  had  been  interrupted 
in  the  full  enjoyment  of  what  had  been  agreed  for,  the  plaintiff  was 
held  "  entitled  to  recover  a  reasonable  compensation  for  the  property 
enjoyed  by  the  defendant  as  an  equivalent  for  rent."  The  interruption 
to  the  defendant's  right  of  exclusive  sporting  was  indeed  compared  by 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Dallas  and  Mr.  Justice  Richardson  to  an  eviction ; 
but,  if  it  was  an  eviction,  it  was  clearly  an  eviction  by  title  paramount. 
The  agreement  for  exclusive  sporting  was  not  void  on  account  of  the 
landlord  having  made  a  prior  agreement  to  let  it  to  some  other  person ; 
but  it  was  defeated,  because  other  persons  interfered  who  had  a  right  su- 
perior to  that  of  the  landlord.  Supposing  the  circumstances,  therefore, 
to  amount  to  an  eviction,  it  would  be  a  case  of  apportionment  according 
to  the  acknowledged  rule ;  and  would  not  assist  the  argument  in  favor 
of  the  defendant. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  ought  to  be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed.1 


MORRISON  v.  CHADWICK. 

COMMON  PLEAS.     1849. 

[Reported  7  C.  B.  266.] 

COLTMAK,  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court.8 

This  was  an  action  by  a  landlord  against  his  tenant,  founded  on  a 
promise  to  use  the  demised  premises,  during  the  continuance  of  the 
tenancy,  in  a  tenant-like  manner.  The  breach  alleged,  is,  that,  during 
the  continuance  of  the  tenancy,  he  used  them  in  so  untenant-like  a 
manner  that  they  became  ruinous,  &c.  There  was  also  a  count  for  use 
and  occupation,  and  there  were  the  money  counts. 

To  the  first  count  of  the  declaration,  the  defendant  pleaded,  — 
secondly,  that  the  plaintiff,  during  the  continuance  of  the  tenancy,  and 
before  any  breach,  entered  into  a  certain  part  of  the  demised  premises, 
to  wit,  the  shed,  and  ejected,  expelled,  and  put  out  the  defendant  from 
the  possession  thereof,  whereupon  the  defendant,  before  &ny  breach,  and 
•whilst  he  was  so  expelled,  &c.,  wholly  quitted,  abandoned,  and  gave 
tip  to  the  plaintiff  the  residue  of  the  demised  premises,  and  the  posses- 
sion thereof,  and  the  plaintiff  has  from  thenceforward  had  the  same, 
and  the  possession  thereof. 

To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  demurred,  insisting  that  it  amounted  only 
to  an  argumentative  denial  of  the  allegation  that  a  breach  was  committed 
during  the  tenancy. 

1  See  Tunis  v.  Grandy,  22  Grat.  109. 
8  The  pleadings  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
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For  the  defendant,  it  was  said,  that  the  plea  was  a  good  plea  in  con- 
fession and  avoidance :  for,  it  was  insisted,  that,  when  the  plaintiff 
entered  on  his  tenant,  and  evicted  him  from  a  part  of  the  premises,  the 
tenant  was  justified  in  relinquishing  the  possession  of  the  remainder, 
and  was  no  longer  bound  to  perform  the  agreement  he  had  entered  into 
on  becoming  tenant.  But  we  are  of  opinion  that  this  proposition  cannot 
be  supported. 

An  eviction  b}*  a  landlord  of  his  tenant  from  a  part  of  the  premises, 
creates  a  suspension  of  the  entire  rent  during  the  continuance  of  the 
eviction,  until  the  tenant  re-enters  and  resumes  possession :  see  the 
authorities  cited  in  1  Wms.  Saund.  204.  n.  (2).  But  there  is  no  au- 
thorit}"  for  holding  that  the  tenancy*  is  thereby  put  an  end  to,  or  the 
tenant  discharged  from  the  performance  of  his  covenants,  other  than 
the  covenant  for  the  payment  of  rent. 

It  maj-  be  urged,  that  the  landlord  ma}-  have  evicted  the  tenant  from 
the  possession  of  a  part  of  the  demised  premises,  the  possession  of  which 
part  was  the  main  inducement  to  him  to  enter  into  the  covenants  of  the 
lease,  and  therefore  that  he  ought  not  any  longer  to  be  bound  by  them. 
But  it  is  to  be  borne  in  mind,  that,  in  addition  to  the  suspension  of  the 
rent,  the  lessee  may  maintain  his  action  against  the  lessor  for  the  evic- 
tion ;  by  which,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  he  will  obtain  satisfaction  for 
any  inconvenience  or  loss  which  he  may  suffer. 

If  the  eviction  of  a  part  by  the  landlord  will  not  discharge  the 
tenant  from  the  performance  of  the  covenants  of  his  lease,  other  than 
the  covenant  to  pay  rent,  will  the  relinquishing  the  possession  of  the 
land,  and  the  landlord's  taking  possession,  have  that  effect?  We  think 
it  will  not ;  for  the  allegations  do  not  show  a  dissolution  of  the  tenancy 
b}-  mutual  consent.  The  tenancy,  therefore,  continues  ;  and  whilst  the 
tenancy  continues,  the  obligation  to  perform  the  covenants  continues.1 
We  think,  therefore,  the  plea  is  bad. 

The  third  plea  alleges  a  surrender  of  the  tenancy  before  any  breach, 
by  operation  of  law,  —  by  the  defendant's  quitting  possession  of  the 
lands  demised,  with  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  with  the  intention  of 
putting  an  end  to  the  tenancy,  and  by  the  plaintiff's  accepting  such 
possession,  with  the  intention  of  putting  an  end  to  the  tenancy. 

It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  this  plea  was  bad, 
on  the  ground  that  the  agreement  stated  in  the  plea,  would  not  consti- 
tute a  surrender  by  act  and  operation  of  law ;  and  that  the  plea,  unless 
it  showed  a  surrender,  furnished  no  answer  to  the  declaration.  And  we 
agree  that  this  is  so ;  for  the  breach  is  admitted ;  and,  if  the  tenancy 
continued,  no  answer  is  given  to  it. 

If,  however,  it  ought  to  be  held  —  agreeably  to  what  is  said  in  Grim- 

1  It  would  appear,  therefore,  that,  where  the  lessor  has  evicted  the  lessee  or  assignee, 
or  has  taken  possession  with  his  assent,  the  lessee  or  assignee  would,  under  a  covenant 
to  repair,  be  bound  to  re-enter  upon  the  lessor  for  the  purpose  of  doing  the  repairs.  It 
would,  of  course,  be  a  good  answer  to  an  action  of  covenant  for  not  repairing,  to  say 
that  the  defendant  was  prevented  by  the  plaintiif  from  entering.  —  REP. 
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man  v.  Legge,  8  B.  &  C.  324  ;  2  M.  &  E.  438  — that  the  plea  shows 
a  surrender  by  act  and  operation  of  law,  we  think  the  plea  is  bad,  on 
special  demurrer,  as  amounting  only  to  an  argumentative  denial  that 
any  breach  had  been  committed  during  the  continuance  of  the  tenancy.1 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

T.  Jones,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

Peacock,  contra. 


M'LOUGHLIN  v.  CRAIG. 

QUEEN'S  BENCH,  IN  IRELAND.     1856. 

[Reported  7  Ir.  C.  L.  117.] 

THE  summons  and  plaint  claimed  a  sum  of  £150  for  one  and  a  half 
year's  rent  due  out  of  certain  premises  demised  by  the  plaintiffs  and 
others  deceased,  to  one  William  Bo3*d,  on  the  loth  of  July,  1833,  for 
a  term  of  three  lives  still  subsisting,  and  renewable  forever ;  which 
premises,  it  was  alleged  in  the  plaint,  had  vested  in  the  defendant  by 
assignment,  and  that  since  said  assignment  the  said  sum  of  £150  had 
accrued  due. 

To  this  the  defendant  pleaded  as  to  £75,  part  of  said  sum  of  £150, 
that  before  and  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  indenture  of  15th  July, 
1833,  one  Matilda  M'Loughlin  was  by  herself  and  her  under-tenants, 
and  still  is,  in  possession  of  a  portion  of  said  premises  in  plaint  men- 
tioned ;  and  that  being  so  in  possession,  the  plaintiffs  and  William 
Bo}'d  in  his  lifetime  instituted  proceedings  in  ejectment  against  the 
said  Matilda  M'Loughlin,  for  recovery  of  said  portion,  and  that  Matilda 
M'Loughlin  had  recovered  judgment  in  said  ejectment  against  the 
plaintiffs  and  William  Boyd,  and  before  any  portion  of  said  sum  of  £75 
became  due,  and  has  since  retained  and  continued  in  possession  of  the 
said  portion  of  the  premises  ;  and  that,  by  reason  thereof,  the  said  Wil- 
liam Boyd  in  his  lifetime,  and  the  defendant  since  his  death,  and  from 
thence  and  before  the  time  of  the  accruing  of  said  sum  of  £75,  were 
kept  out  of  the  possession  and  enjoyment  of  said  portion  of  the  prem- 
ises, and  neither  he  nor  the  said  William  Boyd  had,  since  making  said 
indenture,  or  since  said  judgment  in  ejectment,  any  use,  possession,  or 
enjoyment  of  the  said  portion.  To  this  defence  the  plaintiff  demurred. 

MacJcay  (with  him  T.  O'Jlaaan),  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

Concannon  and  D.  Lynch,  contra. 

LEFROY,  C.  J.  In  this  case  we  are  of  opinion  that  this  demurrer 
must  be  overruled.  It  is  plain  that,  upon  an  eviction  b}T  title  para- 
mount, the  lessee  may  either  give  up  the  lease  or  hold  the  part  of  which 
he  remains  in  possession,  at  an  apportioned  rent.  That  is  well  settled. 
Then  the  question  in  this  case  is,  Are  the  matters  stated  on  the  defence, 
by  which  the  defendant  says  he  was  disabled  from  getting  possession  of 

1  The  rest  of  the  opinion,  relating  to  another  point,  Is  omitted. 


M'LOUGHLIN  v.  CKAIG.  735 

a  portion  of  the  lands,  equivalent  to  an  eviction  by  title  paramount ; 
that  is,  has  enough  been  shown  to  satisfy  the  court  that  the  lessee  was 
prevented,  by  title  paramount  in  Matilda  M'Loughlin,  from  getting 
possession  of  the  entire  of  the  laud  demised  by  the  lease?  The  defence 
alleges  that  Matilda  M'Loughlin  was  in  possession  of  part  of  the  prem- 
ises previous  to  the  lease  being  made  ;  and  that  she  continued  1n  pos- 
session up  to  and  after  the  making  of  the  lease  ;  and  that  subsequently 
an  ejectment  was  brought  by  the  lessor  and  lessee  in  that  lease,  and 
that  the}'  failed  to  disturb  her  possession.  It  must  be  assumed  that  she 
showed  title  against  both  parties,  against  the  lessor  antecedent  to  the 
lease,  and  against  lessor  and  lessee  after  the  lease  ;  and  that  ever  since, 
during  the  accrual  of  the  rent,  she  continued  in  possession.  The  ques- 
tion then  is,  whether  that  is  a  substantial  averment  of  matters  whence 
the  law  deduces  what  ma}'  be  called  a  presumptio  juris,  that,  de  jure, 
she  was  in  possession  by  title  paramount?  When  the  landlord  made 
the  lease,  he  must  have  known  in  what  condition  the  property  stood  at 
the  time  he  let  it ;  it  was  his  duty  not  to  make  a  lease  to  a  stranger, 
save  of  what  he  had  to  demise  ;  a  stranger  could  not  know  that  Matilda 
M'Loughlin  was  in  possession  by  title  paramount.  He  had  no  muni- 
ments of  title ;  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  land  before  the  lease  was 
made  to  him.  The  lease  imports  that  the  title  went  with  the  posses- 
sion ;  there  is  no  recital  in  it  of  any  outstanding  lease,  or  that  there 
was  any  in  reversion.  It  was  incumbent  on  the  landlord,  therefore, 
when  he  seeks  to  enforce  the  entire  rent,  to  show  his  right,  to  establish 
that  Matilda  M'Loughlin  was  in  possession  as  a  sub-lessee,  or  in  some 
way  under  him  ;  whereas  it  is  averred,  in  the  defence,  that  the  lessee 
never  had  any  benefit  or  enjoyment  under  the  lease  of  the  portion  of 
the  premises  in  question.  If  anything  were  shown  to  establish  that  a 
rent  had  been  received  for  this  portion  from  Matilda  M'Loughlin,  by 
the  defendant  getting  the  reversion  to  which  that  rent  was  incident, 
that  would  not  be  inconsistent  with  the  right  of  the  landlord  to  recover 
the  entire  rent ;  but  that  averment  ought  to  have  come  from  the  plain- 
tiff. This  defence  amounts  in  substance  to  an  eviction  by  title  para- 
mount ;  and  as  in  such  case  the  lessee  is  entitled  to  hold  the  remaining 
portion  of  the  premises,  paying  a  proportionate  part  of  the  entire  rent, 
or  to  abandon  all,  so  here  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  a  similar  election. 
This  demurrer,  therefore,  must  be  overruled. 

CRAMPTON,  J.  I  do  not  dissent  from  the  judgment  pronounced  by 
my  Lord  Chief  Justice,  although  I  feel  some  difficulty  on  the  points 
suggested.  It  has  never  been  decided  that  the  position  of  a  lessee, 
taking  a  lease  at  an  entire  rent  from  a  landlord,  who  had  power  to 
demise  a  portion  only  of  the  thing  demised,  not  having  power  to  demise 
the  residue,  is  equivalent  to  an  eviction  by  title  paramount.  I  do  not 
think  that  has  yet  been  decided,  although  the  case  cited,  of  Doe  v. 
Meyler,  comes  near  it.  A  party  there  made  an  underlease  of  premises, 
over  part  of  which  he  had  a  power,  and  over  another  portion  of  which 
he  had  no  power.  It  was  held  in  that  case  that  there  must  be  an 
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apportionment,  and  that  the  tenant  must  pa}'  the  apportioned  rent  for 
the  portion  the  landlord  had  power  to  demise.  There  is  another  ques- 
tion on  which  I  also  have  some  difficulty ;  that  is,  as  to  the  moan- 
ing of  that  portion  of  the  plea  which  alleges  a  possession  in  Matilda 
M'Loughlin,  and  nothing  more.  It  is  consistent  with  that  plea  that 
Matilda  M'Loughlin  may  have  been  in  a  temporaiy  possession,  or  she 
may  have  been  a  tenant  of  the  lessor ;  and  if  that  were  so,  the  whole 
rent  is  payable  to  the  landlord,  and  there  is  no  apportionment.  It  is 
said,  however,  that  there  are  statements  in  the  plea  contradictory  of 
the  presumption  that  Matilda  M'Loughlin  was  in  as  tenant  to  the  les- 
sor. I  feel  some  difficulty  on  these  two  points  ;  but  if  the  landlord 
allege  she  had  only  a  temporary  interest,  the  court  will  not  prevent  his 
now  replying  that  matter,  upon  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  demurrer. 
PERHIN  and  MOORE,  JJ.,  concurred  with  the  Chief  Justice. 

Demurrer  overruled. 


ECCLESIASTICAL  COMMISSIONERS  v.   O'CONNOR. 
QUEEN'S  BENCH  IN  IRELAND.     1858. 

[Reported  9  Ir.  C.  L.  242.] 

ACTION  to  recover  three  half-yearly  gales  of  rent  reserved  by  an  in- 
denture of  demise  dated  the  24th  of  April,  1846,  whereby  the  plaintiffs 
demised  to  the  defendant  a  certain  messuage,  lands,  and  premises,  with 
the  appurtenances,  for  three  lives,  and  a  concurrent  term  of  999  years, 
at  the  j'early  rent  of  £400,  payable  half-3'early.  The  first  defence 
alleged  that,  prior  to  the  making  the  demise  in  the  plaint  mentioned, 
the  plaintiffs  had  demised  two  roods,  parcel  of  said  demised  premises, 
to  Captain  Wynder,  which  prior  demise  was  still  in  force,  whereby  the 
defendant  was  kept  out  of  possession  of  said  parcel  of  the  demised 
premises,  although  always  desirous  of  entering  thereon,  whereof  the 
plaintiffs  had  due  notice ;  whereby  the  defendant  was  prevented  from 
having  all  the  profit  and  advantage  he  otherwise  would  have  thereout. 
The  second  defence  alleged  a  prior  demise,  still  in  force,  of  two  roods 
of  land,  parcel  of  the  demised  premises,  to  one  Patrick  Murray  and  one 
Timothy  Murray,  and  in  other  respects  was  in  the  same  terms  as  the 
first  defence. 

Demurrer  to  the  first  defence,  upon  the  following  grounds:  Be- 
cause the  said  defence  does  not  disclose  any  matter  whereb}"  the  demise 
made  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendant,  as  in  the  summons  and  plaint 
alleged,  is  shown  to  have  been,  wholly  or  as  to  any  part  of  the  prem- 
ises thereby  purporting  to  be  demised,  void  or  ineffectual,  or  whereby 
the  rent  reserved  became  or  was  wholly  or  in  part  extinguished  or  sus- 
pended ;  and  because  the  said  demise  made  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  de- 
fendant, as  in  the  said  summons  and  plaint  alleged,  was  effectual  to 
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pass  the  reversion  of  the  said  parcel  of  the  said  demised  premises  occu- 
pied by  the  said  Captain  Wynder;  and  because  the  said  defence  is 
pleaded  to  the  whole  of  the  said  first  cause  of  action,  although,  at  best, 
only  an  answer  to  part  thereof;  and  because  it  does  not  appear  that 
the  said  Captain  Wynder  has,  or  ever  had,  any  greater  estate  or  inter- 
est in  the  said  parcel  of  the  said  demised  premises  than  that  of  tenant 
from  year  to  }"ear ;  and  because  it  does  not  appear  that  the  said  de- 
fendant ever  gave  a  proper  and  legal  notice  to  quit  to  the  said  Captain 
Wynder,  or  otherwise  used  legal  means  to  determine  his  tenancy  ;  #nd 
because  it  is  not  shown  by  the  said  defence  what  estate  or  interest  the 
said  Captain  Wynder  has  or  had  in  the  said  parcel  of  the  said  demised 
premises ;  and .  because  it  is  not  alleged  by  the  said  defence  that  the 
said  defendant  is  not  in  receipt  of  the  rent  payable  by  the  said  Captain 
"WYnder  in  respect  of  the  said  parcel  of  the  said  demised  premises ; 
and  because,  consistently  with  the  said  defence,  the  said  Captain  Wyn- 
der may  have  always  been,  and  still  be,  in  occupation  of  the  said  par- 
cel of  the  said  demised  premises,  by  the  consent  or  default  of  the 
defendant  himself. 

The  grounds  of  demurrer  to  the  second  defence  were  in  similar  terms 
to  those  of  the  first  defence,1  substituting  the  names  of  Patrick  and 
Timoth}T  Murray  for  that  of  Captain  Wynder. 

Fetherstone  (with  him  T.  Lefroy),  for  the  demurrer. 

M.  Morris  (with  him  6r.  Fitzgibbon),  contra. 

LEFROT,  C.  J.  We  are  all  very  clearly  of  opinion  that  this  defence 
is  not  a  good  answer  to  the  claim  for  the  whole  rent.  It  would  cer- 
tainly be  a  ver}r  strange  state  of  the  law  if,  upon  the  facts  which  are 
here  presented  to  us,  we  were  compelled  to  hold  it  to  be  a  legal  defence, 
that  because  two  roods  of  the  demised  premises  were  lawfully  in  the 
possession  of  an  under-tenant  at  the  date  of  the  demise,  that  circum- 
stance is  to  operate  as  a  suspension  of  the  entire  rent  of  £400  a  year, 
duly  reserved  and  full}-  secured  by  sufficient  covenants.  We  were,  how- 
ever, told  that  such  was  the  law,  as  settled  by  the  case  of  Neale  v. 
Mackenzie.  But  it  turns  out  that  the  case  of  Neale  v.  Mackenzie,  in- 
stead of  being  an  authority  in  support  of  the  present  defence,  is,  for 
the  very  reasons  given  by  Lord  Denman,  when  delivering  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  an  authority  for  upholding  this 
demurrer ;  for  the  distinction  there  taken  was,  that  the  second  lease, 
made  by  the  defendant  in  error,  was  utterly  void,  inasmuch  as,  with 
respect  to  eight  acres,  part  of  the  demised  premises,  no  interest  at  all 
passed  to  the  lessee,  —  not  even  a  reversion,  which  can  only  be  granted 
by  deed  under  seal ;  whereas  the  second  lease  in  that  case  was  not 

1  The  points  noted  for  argument  were,  first,  that  the  said  defence  does  not  dis- 
close any  matter  whereby  the  said  demise  in  the  plaint  mentioned  is  shown  to  have 
been  wholly  or  in  part  void,  or  the  rent  wholly  or  in  part  extinguished  or  suspended  ; 
secondly,  that  the  said  defence  is  pleaded  to  the  whole  rent,  although  at  best  only 
an  answer  to  part  thereof,  and  the  points  in  the  body  of  the  demurrer.  The  points  of 
demurrer  to  the  second  defence  were  precisely  similar.  —  REP. 
VOL.  ii.  —  47 
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under  seal.  In  the  present  case,  however,  it  appears  that  the  plaintiffs, 
who  were  seised  of  these  lands,  and  made  this  lease,  were,  at  the  time 
of  this  demise,  in  possession  of  the  great  bod}-  of  the  property ;  but 
about  two  roods  of  it  (taking  the  facts  from  the  pleadings)  were  then  in 
the  possession  of  some  one  else,  under  a  former  lease.  As  to  these  two 
roods,  therefore,  the  plaintiffs  had  nothing  but  a  reversion.  Under 
these  circumstances,  the  plaintiffs  demise  the  entire  premises  by  a  lease 
under  seal,  reserving  an  entire  rent  for  the  whole.  The  first  question 
then  is,  What  was  the  operation  of  that  instrument?  It  was  a  lease  in 
possession  of  all  the  land  of  which  the  lessors  had  the  possession  at  the 
time  of  the  demise  ;  and,  in  point  of  law,  it  was  a  lease  of  the  reversion 
of  that  part  of  the  lands  of  which  the  lessors  had  not  the  possession. 
Where  a  person  has  only  a  reversion  expectant  on  a  lease,  with  a  rent 
incident  thereto,  he  may  make  a  lease  by  deed  of  that  reversion  for  any 
term,  and  reserve  a  rent  thereout ;  he  may  deal  with  it  as  if  it  were  an 
interest  in  possession,  and  he  cannot  be  said  not  to  have  a  title  to  such 
rent.  He  cannot,  it  is  true,  recover  it  by  ejectment,  and  there  ma}-  be 
a  difficulty  in  the  way  of  his  distraining  for  it ;  but  he  can  recover  it 
either  by  an  action  upon  express  covenant,  or  by  an  action  of  debt  upon 
the  implied  contract  which  arises  upon  the  deed  between  the  parties. 
Are  we  to  be  told  then  that  an  action  for  the  entire  rent  will  not  lie  ?  I 
am  happy  to  find  that  the  law,  so  far  back  as  I  have  been  able  to  trace 
it,  still  continues  to  be  unchanged  in  this  respect,  and  that  the  reasons 
assigned  by  Lord  Denman,  in  pronouncing  the  judgment  of  the  Ex- 
chequer Chamber,  in  beetle  v.  Mackenzie,  the  case  which  was  said 
to  have  interfered  with  the  law  as  I  have  stated  it,  were,  on  the  con- 
trary, in  perfect  harmony  with  it,  established,  as  it  has  been,  by 
the  high  authority  of  Chief  Baron  Gilbert,  unaffected  by  any  subse- 
quent case.  Upon  these  grounds,  therefore,  we  feel  quite  authorized 
in  maintaining  that  state  of  the  law  which  is  consistent  as  well  with 
common-sense  and  justice,  as  with  an  uninterrupted  current  of  legal 
authorit}'  down  to  the  present  time.  We,  therefore,  allow  the 
demurrer.1 


PENDLETON  v.   DYETT. 
SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEW  YORK.     1825. 

[Reported  4  Cowcn,  581.] 

COVENANT  for  rent  upon  a  lease  dated  October  15th,  1818,  given  by 
the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  for  the  term  of  two,  three,  five,  or  eight 
years,  but  not  for  a  less  term  than  two  years,  of  two  rooms,  or  the 
whole  of  the  second  floor,  and  two  rooms  chosen  by  the  defendant  on 

1  Williams  v.  Hayward,  1  E.  &  E.  1040  (1859),  which  comes  here  in  chronological 
order  at  the  end  of  the  English  cases,  is  printed  ante,  p.  700.  Cf.  Blair  v.  Claxton,  18 
N.  Y.  629  (1859). 
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the  third  floor  of  a  certain  house  or  store  in  Beaver  Street,  corner  of 
William  Street,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  at  a  rent  of  $425  per  annum, 
which  the  defendant  covenanted  to  pajr,  and  entered  into  possession  of 
the  demised  premises. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  1st,  N~on  estfactum. 

2.  That  before  any  of  the  rent  became  due,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the  plain- 
tiff entered  upon  the  demised  premises,  and  ejected,  expelled,  put  out, 
and  amoved  the  defendant,  and  kept  and  continued  him  so  ejected, 
expelled,  and  amoved  from  thence  hitherto. 

Replication,  de^'ing  the  expulsion  and  issue. 

The  cause  was  tried  at  the  New  York  Circuit,  June  19th,  1823, 
before  Edwards,  C.  Judge. 

On  the  trial,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  produced  receipts  for  rent 
to  the  1st  February,  1820,  and  offered  to  prove  that  about  that  time  the 
plaintiff  introduced  into  the  house  demised,  lewd  women  or  prostitutes, 
and  continued  this  practice  from  time  to  time  and  at  sundry  times, 
keeping  and  detaining  them  in  there  all  night  for  the  purpose  of  prosti- 
tution ;  that  such  women  would  frequently  enter  the  house  in  the  day- 
time, and,  after  staj'ing  all  night,  would  leave  it  by  day-light  in  the 
morning ;  that  the  plaintiff  sometimes  introduced  other  men  into  the 
house,  who,  together  with  him,  kept  company  with  the  lewd  women  or 
prostitutes  during  the  night ;  that  on  such  occasions,  the  plaintiff  and 
the  women,  being  in  compan}*  in  certain  parts  of  the  house  not  included 
in  the  lease,  but  adjacent  and  in  the  plaintiffs  occupation,  were  accus- 
tomed to  make  a  great  deal  of  indecent  noise  and  disturbance,  the 
women  often  screaming  extravagantly  so  as  to  be  heard  throughout  the 
house,  and  by  the  near  neighbors ;  and  frequently  using  obscene  and 
vulgar  language,  so  loud  as  to  be  understood  at  a  considerable  distance  ; 
that  such  noise  and  riotous  proceedings  being  frequently  continued  all 
night,  greatly  disturbed  the  rest  of  persons  sleeping  in  other  parts  of 
the  house,  and  particularly  in  the  parts  demised ;  that  these  practices 
were  matter  of  conversation  and  reproach  in  the  neighborhood ;  and 
were  of  a  nature  to  draw,  and  did  draw,  odium  and  infam}*  upon  the 
house  as  being  a  place  of  ill-fame,  so  that  it  was  no  longer  reputable  for 
moral  or  decent  persons  to  dwell  or  enter  there  ;  that  all  these  practices 
were  by  the  procurement  or  permission  and  concurrence  of  the  plaintiff. 
That  the  defendant,  being  a  person  of  good  and  respectable  character, 
was  compelled  by  the  repetition  of  these  practices  to  leave  the  house, 
and  did  leave  it  for  that  cause,  about  the  beginning  of  March,  1820  ; 
and  did  not  return.  That  a  respectable  man  by  the  name  of  Fox,  to 
whom  part  of  the  house  had  been  underlet,  left  it  for  the  same  cause. 

This  evidence  was  objected  to,  and  overruled  by  the  judge  as  inad- 
missible upon  the  issue ;  and  the  defendant's  counsel  excepted.  Ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff,  damages  $362.52. 

H.  W.  Warner,  for  the  defendant. 

J.  A.  Dunlap,  contra. 

CURIA,  PER  SUTHERLAND,  J.     Eviction  of  the  whole  or  any  part 


740  PENDLETON   V.   DYETT. 

of  the  demised  premises,  is  a  good  plea  in  bar  to  an  action  either  of 
debt  or  covenant  for  the  rent.  In  this  all  the  authorities  agree. 
Cruise,  Dig.  tit.  28,  Rents,  chap.  3,  Woodfall,  412-13;  1  Saund. 
204,  n.  2,  and  cases  there  cited.  The  plea  in  this  case  is  unex- 
ceptionable in  point  of  form.  It  is  according  to  the  established 
precedents.  /Salmon  v.  Smith,  1  Saund.  203,  4,  n.  (2).  It  states  that 
the  plaintiff  (who  was  the  defendant's  lessor)  entered  into  and  upon 
the  demised  premises,  and  ejected,  expelled,  put  out,  and  amoved  the 
said  defendant  from  the  possession  thereof,  and  kept  and  continued 
him  so  ejected,  expelled,  &c.,  from  thence  hitherto.  The  only  question 
in  the  case  is,  whether  the  evidence  offered  by  the  defendant,  and 
which  was  rejected  by  the  judge  who  tried  the  cause,  supported  the 
plea,  or  was  of  a  character  which  ought  to  have  been  submitted  to  the 
jury,  for  them  to  decide  whether  it  made  out  the  fact  of  eviction  or  not. 
No  actual  ouster  or  turning  out  of  possession  is  pretended.  The  proof 
offered  does  not  show  an  entry  by  the  lessor  upon  the  premises.  It 
does  not  make  out  even  a  trespass.  The  acts  complained  of  as  amount- 
ing to  an  eviction,  were  committed  in  a  different  part  of  the  same  house, 
with  which  the  demised  premises  had  no  connection,  except  that  the 
approach  to  each  was  by  a  common  entrance.  They  operated  not  upon 
the  physical  safety  of  the  tenant,  or  the  physical  condition  of  the  de- 
mised premises ;  but  upon  the  moral  sense  and  feeling  of  the  defend- 
ant. The  acts  were  most  exceptionable  in  themselves ;  and,  if  they 
could  not  be  abated,  the  defendant  had  not  only  a  moral  right,  but  it 
was  his  moral  duty,  to  abandon  the  scene  of  riot  and  prostitution. 
But  they  could  have  been  abated.  The  law  afforded  a  prompt  and 
sufficient  remedy.  The  police  of  the  city,  upon  the  complaint  of  the 
defendant,  would  have  instantly  taken  the  plaintiff  and  his  associates 
into  custody,  and  punished  them  by  fine  and  imprisonment  as  often  as 
the  offence  was  repeated.  There  was  no  moral  necessity,  therefore, 
for  abandoning  the  premises.  Suppose  the  plaintiff  had  been  in  the 
habit  of  exhibiting  himself  either  in  the  common  passage  or  in  the 
street  opposite  the  premises  in  question,  in  indecent  attitudes,  or  in  a 
state  of  offensive  nakedness,  so  that  the  defendant  and  his  family  could 
not  leave  his  house  without  witnessing  the  disgusting  exhibition :  would 
this  cause  have  supported  a  plea  of  eviction  ?  The}"  would  both  stand 
upon  the  footing  of  nuisances,  which  the  plaintiff  or  any  other  citizen 
might  cause  to  be  abated.  But  if,  instead  of  taking  that  course,  he 
should  abandon  his  house,  it  must  be  considered  a  voluntary  and  not  a 
compulsory  act. 

But  I  apprehend  there  can  be  no  eviction,  without  an  actual  entry. 
Such  is  the  form  of  the  plea,  and  the  proof  must  sustain  it.  The  very 
definition  of  the  term  "eviction  "  is  an  expulsion  of  the  lessee  out  of  all 
or  some  part  of  the  demised  premises ;  and  Serjeant  Williams  sa}'s, 
that  to  occasion  a  suspension  of  the  rent,  the  plea  must  state  an  evic- 
tion or  expulsion  of  the  lessee  by  the  lessor,  and  a  keeping  him  out  of 
possession,  until  after  the  rent  became  due ;  otherwise  it  will  be  bad. 
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1  Saund.  204,  n.  (2).  If  a  constructive  expulsion,  without  entry,  may 
constitute  an  eviction,  which  will  operate  as  a  suspension  of  the  rent, 
why  is  the  averment  of  an  entry  contained  in  all  the  precedents,  and 
why  do  all  the  cases  agree,  that  without  such  averment  the  plea  would 
be  bad?  Thus,  in  Timbrell  v.  Bullock,  Styles,  446,  it  is  said  that,  to 
make  a  suspension  of  rent  reserved  upon  a  lease  for  }-ears,  the  lessor 
must  oust  the  lessee  of  part  of  the  thing  let,  at  least,  and  hold  him  out 
until  after  the  day  on  which  the  rent  is  made  paj-able  by  the  lease  ;  and 
if  the  lessee  re-enters,  the  rent  is  revived.  A  re-entry  presupposes  an 
actual  ouster  or  expulsion.  So  in  Page  v.  Parr,  Styles,  432,  which 
was  an  action  of  covenant  for  rent,  the  defendant  pleaded  in  bar,  that 
the  plaintiff  entered  into  a  part  of  the  land  demised,  before  the  rent 
became  due,  and  so  had  suspended  his  rent.  The  plaintiff  replied  that 
the  defendant  re-entered  and  so  was  possessed  as  in  his  former  estate. 
To  which  replication  there  was  a  demurrer.  And  Rolle,  C.  J.,  held  the 
demurrer  well  taken,  on  the  ground  that  the  replication  did  not  state 
that  the  defendant,  after  re-entry,  continued  in  possession  until  the 
rents  were  due  ;  and  judgment  was  given  for  the  defendant.  Accord- 
ing to  the  case  of  Salmon  v.  Smith,  1  Saund.  204,  and  n.  (2),  the  plea 
would  now  be  held  bad  for  omitting  to  state  that  the  defendant  was  kept 
out  of  possession  until  the  rent  became  due.  But  this  case  also  clearly 
contemplates  an  actual  entry  or  ouster  b}'  the  lessor,  as  necessary  in 
order  to  suspend  the  rent.  So  in  Reynolds  v.  Buckle,  Hob.  326,  which 
was  an  action  of  debt  for  rent,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  before  rent 
due,  the  plaintiff  entered  upon  him  /  but  did  not  say  that  he  did  expel 
him  or  hold  him  out ;  and  the  plea,  on  that  ground,  was  declared  to  be 
of  itself  an  insufficient  bar.  But  in  that  case  it  was  cured  by  the  ver- 
dict. Bmhell  v.  Lechmore,  1  Lord  Ray.  369,  also  decides  that  a  mere 
entry  or  trespass  without  an  eviction  will  not  suspend  the  rent.  Upon 
this  point  all  the  cases  concur.  Hunt  v.  Cope,  1  Cowp.  242,  is  a  strong 
case.  There  the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  lessor,  with  force  and  arms, 
entered  upon  the  demised  premises  and  demolished  a  summer-house 
(being  a  part  of  the  premises),  by  means  whereof  the  tenant  had  been 
deprived  of  the  use  of  the  summer-house,  &c.  This  plea  was  held  to 
be  bad,  because  it  did  not  aver  an  actual  eviction  or  expulsion  of  the 
lessee.  The  defendant's  counsel  urged  that  the  facts  in  the  plea 
amounted  to  an  eviction,  on  the  ground  that  an  actual  entry  was  stated, 
and  a  destruction  of  a  portion  of  the  premises  ;  and  if  an  eviction  could 
be  constructive!}'  pleaded,  this  would  seem  to  be  good.  But  all  the 
court  held  it  bad,  and  Aston,  J.,  saj's,  all  the  cases  in  the  books  sup- 
pose the  lessee  to  be  put  out  of  possession.  Therefore,  merely  saying 
that  he  was  deprived  of  the  enjoyment  of  the  premises  is  not  sufficient. 
If  it  is  necessary  to  state,  in  terms,  that  the  lessee  was  turned  out  of 
possession,  in  order  to  make  a  good  plea  of  eviction,  it  would  seem  to 
follow  that  the  proof  in  support  of  the  plea  must  be  substantial ly  of  the 
same  character.  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Hunt  v.  Cope,  says  that  the  facts 
there  stated,  might  have  been  sufficient  for  the  jury  to  have  found  for 
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the  defendant  under  a  good  plea  of  eviction.  But  there,  it  will  be  re- 
collected, an  actual  entry ,  and  a  physical  destruction  of  a  portion  of 
the  premises  are  averred  ;  and  if  an  actual  ouster  can  be  inferred  from 
circumstances,  it  surely  might  in  that  case ;  yet  Lord  Mansfield  con- 
siders it  as  matter  of  doubt. 

In  the  case  before  us,  there  was  not  only  no  actual  entry,  but  no 
assertion,  either  express  or  implied,  of  a  right  of  entry  on  the  part  of 
the  lessor,  or  of  amr  other  right  or  control  over  the  demised  premises. 
The  disturbance  suffered  by  the  lessee  was  the  consequence  of  conduct 
on  the  part  of  the  lessor  which  partook  of  the  nature  of  a  nuisance, 
and  which  he  had  the  power  of  abating  at  pleasure.  He  was  not.  there- : 
fore,  constrained  by  an}*  necessity,  either  moral  or  plrysical,  to  abandon 
the  premises ;  and,  in  judgment  of  law,  so  far  as  this  action  is  con- 
cerned, his  abandonment  must  be  considered  voluntary.  The  evidence 
offered  was  properly  rejected  by  the  judge.  The  motion  for  a  new  trial 
must  be  denied.  New  trial  refused.1 

1  This  case  was  carried  to  the  Court  for  Correction  of  Errors  (8  Cowen,  727),  and 
judgment  was  reversed  by  a  vote  of  sixteen  to  six.  The  opinion  of  SPENCER,  Senator, 
for  reversal,  was  as  follows  :  — 

SPENCER,  Senator.  It  seems  to  be  conceded  that  the  only  plea  which  could  be 
interposed  by  the  defendant  below,  to  let  in  the  defence  which  he  offered,  if  any  would 
answer  that  purpose,  was,  that  the  plaintiff  had  entered  in  and  upon  the  demised 
premises,  and  ejected  and  put  out  the  defendant.  Such  a  plea  was  filed  ;  and  it  is  con- 
tended on  the  one  side,  that  it  must  be  literally  proved,  and  an  actual  entry  and  ex- 
pulsion established ;  while  on  the  other  side  it  is  insisted,  that  a  constructive  entry 
and  expulsion  is  sufficient,  and  that  the  facts  which  tended  to  prove  it,  should  have 
been  left  to  the  jury.  It  is  true,  that  "  pleading  is  the  formal  mode  of  alleging  that  on 
the  record,  which  would  be  the  support  or  defence  of  the  party  on  evidence,"  as  denned 
by  Buller,  J.,  in  1  Term  Rep.  159  ;  and  the  same  learned  judge  immediately  after 
draws  the  correct  distinction  :  "whether  the  evidence  in  each  particular  case  is  a  suffi- 
cient foundation  for  that  support  or  defence,  is  a  question  that  does  not  arise  upon 
pleading,  but  upon  the  trial  of  the  issue  afterwards."  In  pleading,  the  legal  effect  of 
the  facts  is  stated,  not  the  facts  themselves.  The  form  of  the  plea,  therefore,  does  not 
determine  the  kind  of  evidence  necessary  to  establish  it.  To  support  a  plea  that  the 
defendant  never  promised,  he  may  prove  a  payment,  or  a  performance  of  his  under- 
taking, or  some  matters  which  excused  him  from  its  performance.  A  very  familiar 
case  is  presented  in  the  action  of  trover,  which  has  been  partly  alluded  to  on  the  argu- 
ment. The  plaintiff  alleges,  that  he  casually  lost  the  chattel,  which  the  defendant 
found  and  converted  to  his  own  use.  It  is  very  questionable  whether,  if  this  were 
strictly  proved  precisely  as  alleged,  it  would  support  any  action.  The  proof,  however, 
to  sustain  it,  is  either  that  the  defendant  tortiously  took  the  chattel,  which  is  itself 
evidence  of  a  conversion  (and  directly  contrary  to  the  allegation  of  findiiuj),  or  that  the 
defendant  came  legally  into  the  possession  of  the  article,  and  subsequently,  on  a  de- 
mand made,  refused  to  restore  it  to  the  owner.  From  this  a  conversion  is  implied. 
But  it  is  plain  it  is  not  proved.  So  in  .an  action  against  the  indorser  of  a  note,  the 
averment  of  a  demand  of  payment  and  of  notice  of  non-payment,  is  supported  by  evi- 
dence of  due  diligence  without  actual  demand.  Again,  a  promise  by  the  indorser,  to 
pay  a  note,  dispenses  with  the  necessity  of  proving  a  demand  and  notice.  There  are 
many  similar  cases,  where  the  proof  of  one  fact  justifies  the  legal  conclusion  of  another 
fact.  This,  then,  is  a  question  of  principle,  whether  the  evidence  offered  by  the  de- 
fendant below  tended  in  any  manner  to  establish  a  constructive  entry  and  eviction  by 
the  plaintiff;  for  if  it  did,  it  should  have  been  left  to  the  jury  to  decide  on  its  effect. 

To  determine  this,  it  seems  only  necessary  to  inquire  what  are  the  conditions, 
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SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  JUDICATURE  OF  NEW  HAMPSHIRE.     1827. 
[Reported  4  N.  H.  251.] 

THIS  was  an  action  of  covenant  broken  on  an  indenture  made  the 
12th  July,  1811,  by  which  the  plaintiff  demised  to  Seth  Daniels,  a  cer- 
tain tract  of  land  to  hold  during  her  natural  life,  and  the  said  Daniels 
covenanted  with  the  plaintiff  to  pay  her,  on  the  first  day  of  May,  an- 
nually, a  rent  of  $30. 

The   action   was    brought   against    the   defendant,    as   assignee   of 

express  or  implied,  on  which  the  defendant  was  to  pay  the  rent.  The  agreement  set 
forth  in  the  plea  contains  a  covenant  that  the  defendant  shall  have  "peaceable,  quiet, 
and  indisputable  possession  "  of  the  premises.  This  is,  in  its  nature,  a  condition  prece- 
dent to  the  payment  of  rent ;  and  whether  the  possession  was  peaceable  and  quiet,  was 
clearly  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury.  Such  conduct  of  the  lessor  as  was  offered  to  be 
proved  in  this  case,  went  directly  to  that  point ;  and  without  saying  at  present, 
whether  it  was  or  was  not  sufficient  to  establish  a  legal  disturbance,  it  is  enough  that 
it  tended  to  that  end,  and  should  have  been  received,  subject  to  such  advice  as  the  judge 
might  give  to  the  jury. 

The  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  proceeds  upon  the  ground  that  there  must  be  an 
actual,  physical  eviction,  to  bar  the  plaintiffs  ;  and  in  most  of  the  eases  cited,  such 
eviction  was  proved  ;  and  all  of  them  show  that  such  is  the  form  of  the  plea.  But  the 
forms  of  pleading  given,  and  the  cases  cited,  do  not  establish  the  principle  on  which 
the  recovery  of  rent  is  refused,  but  merely  furnish  illustrations  of  that  principle,  and 
exemplifications  of  its  application.  The  principle  itself  is  deeper  and  more  extensive  than 
the  cases.  It  is  thus  stated  by  Baron  Gilbert,  in  his  essay  on  Rents,  p.  145 :  "A  rent 
is  something  given  by  way  of  retribution  to  the  lessor,  for  the  land  demised  by  him  to 
the  tenant,  and  consequently  the  lessor's  title  to  the  rent  is  founded  upon  this :  that 
the  land  demised,  is  enjoyed  by  the  tenant  during  the  term  included  in  the  contract ; 
for  the  tenant  can  make  no  return  for  a  thing  he  has  not.  If  therefore  the  tenant  be 
deprived  of  the  thing  letten,  the  obligation  to  pay  the  rent  ceases,  because  such  obli- 
gation has  its  force  only  from  the  consideration,  which  was  the  enjoyment  of  the  thing 
demised."  And  from  this  principle,  the  inference  is  drawn,  that  the  lessor  is  not 
entitled  to  recover  rent  in  the  following  cases  :  1st.  If  the  lands  demised  be  recovered 
by  a  third  person,  by  a  superior  title,  the  tenant  is  discharged  from  the  payment  of 
rent  after  eviction  by  such  recovery.  2d.  If  a  part  only  of  the  lands  be  recovered  by  a 
third  person,  such  eviction  is  a  discharge  only  of  so  much  of  the  rent  as  is  in  propor- 
tion to  the  value  of  the  land  evicted.  3d.  If  the  lessor  expel  the  tenant  from  the 
premises,  tne  rent  ceases.  4th.  If  the  lessor  expel  the  tenant  from  a  part  only  of  the 
premises,  the  tenant  is  discharged  from  the  payment  of  the  whole  rent  ;  and  the  reason 
for  the  rule  why  there  shall  be  no  apportionment  of  the  rent  in  this  case  as  well  as  in 
that  of  an  eviction  by  a  stranger,  is,  that  it  is  the  wrongful  act  of  the  lessor  himself, 
"that  no  man  maybe  encouraged  to  injure  or  disturb  his  tenant  in  his  possession, 
whom,  by  the  policy  of  the  feudal  law,  he  ought  to  protect  and  defend." 

This  distinction,  which  is  as  perfectly  well  settled  as  any  to  be  found  in  our  books, 
establishes  the  great  principle  that  a  tenant  shall  not  be  required  to  pay  rent,  even 
for  the  part  of  the  premises  which  he  retains,  if  he  has  been  evicted  from  the  other 
part  by  the  landlord.  As  to  the  part  retained,  this  is  deemed  such  a  disturbance, 
such  an  injury  to  its  beneficial  enjoyment,  such  a  diminution  of  the  consideration 
upon  which  the  contract  is  founded,  that  the  law  refuses  its  aid  to  coerce  the  pay- 
ment of  any  rent.  Here,  then,  is  a  case,  where  actual  entry  and  physical  eviction 
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Daniels,  for  the  said  rent  from  1st  Ma}-,  1817,  to  the  1st  May,  1825, 
and  was  submitted  to  the  decision  of  the  court  upon  the  following  state- 
ment of  facts. 
The  indenture  was  made  as  stated  in  the  declaration,  and  Daniels 

are  not  necessary  to  exonerate  the  tenant  from  the  payment  of  rent ;  and  if  the 
principle  be  correct  as  applied  to  a  part  of  the  premises,  why  should  not  the  same  prin- 
ciple equally  apply  to  the  whole  property  demised,  where  there  has  been  an  obstruction 
to  its  beneficial  enjoyment,  and  a  diminution  of  the  consideration  of  the  contract,  by 
the  acts  of  the  landlord,  although  those  acts  do  not  amount  to  a  physical  eviction  ?  If 
physical  eviction  be  not  necessary  in  the  one  case,  to  discharge  the  rent  of  the  part  re- 
tained, why  should  it  be  essential  in  the  other,  to  discharge  the  rent  of  the  whole  ?  If 
I  have  not  deceived  myself,  the  distinction  referred  to  settles  and  recognizes  the  princi- 
ple for  which  the  plaintiff  in  error  contends,  that  there  may  be  a  constructive  eviction 
produced  by  the  acts  of  the  landlord. 

An  eviction  cannot  be  more  than  an  ouster ;  and  we  have  the  authority  of  Lord 
Mansfield  for  saying  that  there  may  be  a  constructive  ouster.  In  Cowper,  217,  he  re- 
marks :  "  Some  ambiguity  seems  to  have  arisen  from  the  term  actual  ouster,  as  if  it 
meant  some  act  accompanied  by  real  force,  and  as  if  a  turning  out  by  the  shoulders 
were  necessary  ;  but  that  is  not  so  :  a  man  may  come  in  by  rightful  possession,  and  yet 
hold  over  adversely  without  a  title,"  &c. 

I  think  the  same  principle  governed  an  ancient  case  stated  in  1  Rolle's  Abridg- 
ment, 454,  of  which  the  following  is  a  translation  :  "If  the  lessee  for  years  of  a  house, 
covenant  to  repair  it  and  leave  it  in  as  good  plight  as  he  found  it,  and  afterwards  cer- 
tain sparks  of  fire  come  from  a  chimney  in  the  house  of  the  lessor,  not  very  distant,  by 
which  the  house  of  the  lessee  is  burned,  that  shall  excuse  the  performance  of  the  cove- 
nant ;  and  the  lessee  is  not  bound  to  rebuild,  because  it  came  of  the  act  of  the  lessor 
himself."  The  analogy  between  the  covenant  to  repair  and  that  to  pay  rent,  is  suffi- 
ciently strong  to  justify  the  application  of  this  case  to  the  latter ;  and  if  so,  it  estab- 
lishes the  doctrine  that  other  acts  of  the  landlord  going  to  diminish  the  enjoyment  of 
the  premises,  besides  an  actual  expulsion,  will  exonerate  from  the  payment  of  rent. 

That  is  precisely  the  principle  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  in  this  case. 
It  is  a  just  and  equitable  doctrine,  and  has  been  so  applied  in  analogous  cases.  In 
Hearn  v.  Tomlin,  Peake's  N.  P.  Cases,  192,  which  was  an  action  for  use  and  occupa- 
tion of  a  wharf  (depending  on  the  same  principles  as  an  action  on  a  lease  for  rent),  the 
defendant  had  agreed  to  purchase  the  wharf  under  a  representation  of  the  plaintiff  that 
he  had  a  lease  of  it  for  13  years,  and  entered  into  possession  ;  but  on  discovering  that 
the  plaintiff  had  a  lease  for  only  3  years,  he  refused  to  complete  the  purchase.  Lord 
Kenyan  held,  that  to  maintain  the  action,  it  must  appear  that  the  occupation  had  been 
beneficial  to  the  defendant,  and  that  it  appearing  to  have  been  injurious,  the  plaintiff 
could  not  recover.  . 

We  regard  cases  as  containing  the  evidence  of  the  law,  as  evincing  thj  rule  of  de- 
cision ;  and  they  are  consulted  to  ascertain  the  principle  on  which  that  rule  is  founded. 
The  review  of  the  cases  now  made,  shows  that  the  principle  on  which  a  tenant  is  re- 
quired to  pay  rent,  is  the  beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  premises,  unmolested  in  any  way 
by  the  landlord.  It  is  a  universal  principle  in  all  cases  of  contract,  that  a  party  who 
deprives  another  of  the  consideration  on  which  his  obligation  was  founded,  can  never 
recover  damages  for  its  non-fulfilment.  The  total  failure  of  the  consideration,  espe- 
cially when  produced  by  the  act  of  the  plaintiff,  is  a  valid  defence  to  an  action,  except 
in  certain  cases,  where  a  seal  is  technically  held  to  conclude  the  party.  This  is  the 
great  and  fundamental  principle  which  led  the  courts  to  deny  the  lessor's  right  to  re- 
cover rent  where  he  had  deprived  the  tenant  of  the  consideration  of  his  covenant,  by 
turning  him  out  of  the  possession  of  the  demised  premises.  It  must  be  wholly  imma- 
terial by  what  acts  that  failure  of  consideration  has  been  produced  ;  the  only  inquiry 
being,  has  it  failed  by  the  conduct  of  the  lessor  1  This  is  a  question  of  fact,  and  to 
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having  entered  under  it,  afterwards  conveyed  all  his  estate  to  one  Gil- 
man  Dudley,  who,  on  the  3d  April,  1822,  conveyed  the  land  to  the 
defendant  in  fee  and  in  mortgage.  Dudley  remained  in  possession  and 
took  the  profits  until  his  death  in  October,  1822,  and  after  his  decease 
his  administratrix  remained  in  possession,  taking  the  profits  until 
April,  1824.  On  the  16th  April,  1824,  a  tenant  entered  upon  part  of 
the  land  under  an  agreement  with  the  defendant  to  pay  rent  to  him  in 
case  the  land  was  not  redeemed. 

establish  it,  the  proof  offered  in  this  case  was  certainly  competent.  I  do  not  feel  called 
upon  to  say  that  those  facts  would  have  been  alone  sufficient.  Of  that  the  jury  were 
to  judge,  at  least  in  the  first  instance ;  and  the  question  whether  they  amounted  to  a 
full  and  complete  legal  defence,  might  have  been  presented  in  another  shape.  The  only 
question  for  our  decision  is,  whether  that  testimony  ought  to  have  been  received  at  all  ? 
Believing  that  it  tended  to  establish  a  constructive  eviction  and  expulsion  against  the 
consent  of  the  tenant ;  that  it  tended  to  prove  a  disturbance  of  his  quiet  possession, 
and  a  failure  of  the  consideration  on  which  only  the  tenant  was  obliged  to  pay  rent,  —  I 
am  of  opinion  that  it  ought  to  have  been  received  ;  and  that  therefore  the  judgment  of 
the  Supreme  Court  should  be  reversed,  with  directions  to  issue  a  venire  de  uovo. 

I  cannot  omit  the  opportunity  presented  by  this  case,  of  observing,  that  it  appears 
to  me  to  be  one  of  those  within  the  view  of  the  framers  of  our  Constitution,  in  the 
organization  of  this  court.  When  this  court,  of  last  resort,  was  declared  to  consist  of 
the  senators,  with  the  chancellor  and  judges,  it  must  have  occurred,  that  the  largest 
proportion  of  its  members  would  be  citizens  not  belonging  to  the  legal  profession.  And 
it  must,  therefore,  have  been  intended  to  collect  here,  a  body  of  sound  practical  com- 
mon-sense, which  would  not  overthrow  law,  but  which  would  apply  the  principles  and 
reasons  of  the  law  according  to  the  justice  of  each  case,  without  regard  to  the  technical 
refinements  and  arbitrary  and  fictitious  rules,  which  will  always  grow  upon  professional 
men.  And  herein  I  conceive,  is  the  great  excellence  of  this  court,  — that  whenever  it 
perceives  a  rule  established  by  the  inferior  courts,  pushed  to  such  an  extent  as  to  pro- 
duce positive  injustice,  it  is  within  its  power,  as  it  most  certainly  will  always  be  its 
disposition,  to  rescind  or  modify  such  rule.  Several  signal  examples  of  the  exercise  of 
this  power  might  be  cited  in  the  decisions  of  this  court.  Were  this,  then,  a  case  in 
which  the  law  was  considered  settled  by  the  Supreme  Court,  that  nothing  but  a  physi- 
cal turning  a  tenant  out  of  possession  would  exonerate  him  from  the  payment  of  his 
rent,  it  would  be  precisely  such  as  would  require  and  justify  the  interposition  of  this 
court  to  correct  it,  —  not',by  making  law, but  by  applying  its  familiar  and  elementary  prin- 
ciples to  a  new  case.  Suppose  the  landlord  had  established  a  hospital  for  the  small- 
pox, the  plague,  or  the  yellow  fever,  in  the  remaining  part  of  this  house  ;  suppose  he 
had  made  a  deposit  of  gunpowder,  under  the  tenant,  or  had  introduced  some  offensive 
and  pestilential  'materials  of  the  most  dangerous  nature  :  can  there  be  any  hesitation  in 
saying  that  if,  by  such  means,  he  had  driven  the  tenant  from  his  habitation,  he  should 
not  recover  for  the  use  of  that  house,  of  which,  by  his  own  wrong,  he  had  deprived  his 
tenant  ?  It  would  need  nothing  but  common-sense  and  common  justice  to  decide  it. 
No  man  shall  derive  benefit  from  his  own  wrong.  The  idea  that  the  tenant  has  some 
other  remedy  to  remove  the  evil,  does  not  reach  the  case  where  the  injury  is  already 
inflicted.  Besides,  it  has  been  entirely  exploded  on  the  argument  of  this  cause.  For, 
in  the  very  case  where  it  is  admitted  the  tenant  would  be  exonerated  from  the  pay- 
ment of  rent,  where  there  had  been  an  actual  eviction  and  physical  expulsion  by  his 
landlord,  he  has  an  adequate  and  effectual  remedy  under  the  Statute  to  prevent  forcible 
entries. 

But  as  has  been  before  remarked,  even  the  cases  admit  that  the  tenant  may  be  exon- 
erated from  rent  without  a  physical  expulsion  ;  and  there  is  no  necessity  to  call  upon 
this  court  to  establish  the  law  of  a  new  case.  It  is  already  established  in  conformity 
with  what  appears  to  me  the  plainest  dictates  of  justice. 
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On  the  23d  April,  1825,  the  administratrix  of  Gilman  Dudley  conveyed 
to  the  defendant  the  right  in  equity  to  redeem  the  land  mortgaged  as 
aforesaid,  and  the  defendant's  said  tenant  has  been  in  posssession  of 
the  whole  tract  from  that  time  to  the  commencement  of  this  action,  on 
the  22d  March,  1826. 

All  the  interest  which  the  plaintiff  ever  had  in  the  land  was  an  estate 
for  her  own  life,  and  the  reversion  was  in  Daniels. 

Bell,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Upham,  for  the  defendant. 

RICHARDSON,  C.  J.  It  has  been  urged  in  behalf  of  the  defendant  in 
this  case  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  anything,  because 
the  rent  was  never  demanded  of  Minot  The  law  on  this  point  is  well 
settled.  When  a  lessor  proceeds  for  a  forfeiture  or  to  enforce  a  pen- 
alty he  must  show  a  demand  of  a  rent  on  the  very  day  it  was  payable. 
But  in  an  action  of  covenant  no  demand  is  necessary.  18  Johns.  447, 
Remson  v.  Conklin  ;  Com.  Dig.  Rent,  D.  4 ;  2  N.  H.  Rep.  163,  Coon 
v.  JBrickett. 

We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  this  objection  to  the  action  cannot 
prevail. 

It  has  also  been  urged  that  this  action  cannot  be  maintained,  because 
the  particular  estate  and  the  reversion  having  become  united  in  the 
same  person,  the  particular  estate  is  merged  and  the  rent  extinguished. 
Had  the  rent  in  this  case  been  incident  to  the  reversion,  it  is  clear  that 
this  action  could  not  be  maintained.  2  N.  H.  Rep.  454,  York  \. 
Jones.  But  it  is  well  settled  that  the  rent  is  not  inseparably  incident 
to  a  reversion.  Co.  Lit.  143  and  47  a ;  2  Bl.  Com.  176. 

Rent  may  be  reserved  upon  a  grant  of  a  man's  whole  estate,  in  which 
case  there  can  be  no  reversion. 

The  case  of  Webb  v.  JRussett,  7  D.  &  E.  393,  which  has  been  cited 
by  the  defendant's  counsel  does  [not]  apply  in  this  case.  It  was  there 
held  that  where  rent  is  incident  to  a  particular  reversion,  when  that 
particular  reversion  is  merged,  the  rent  is  extinguished.  But  in  this 
case  the  rent  was  never  incident  to  the  reversion.  The  plaintiff  granted 
her  whole  estate  reserving  a  rent,  and  she  had  no  reversion  to  which  it 
could  be  incident. 

In  order  to  maintain  this  ground  it  must  be  shown  that  when  he  who 
has  a  reversion  takes  a  lease  of  the  particular  estate  and  covenants  to 
pa}'  rent,  such  rent  is  extinguished  by  the  union  of  the  particular  estate 
and  the  reversion.  But  this  proposition  cannot  be  sustained  by  any 
reason  or  authority,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  this  ground  of  defence 
fails  altogether. 

But  it  is  further  contended  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that  being 
only  a  mortgagee  he  cannot  in  an}' event  be  held  liable  for  the  rent  until 
he  took  possession  under  the  mortgage,  and  the  case  of  Eaton  v. 
Jaques,  Doug.  438,  is  cited  as  an  authority.  But  that  decision  has 
been  long  questioned,  7  D.  &  E.  312,  and  in  1819  the  question  came 
before  all  the  judges  of  England,  and  a  great  majority  were  of  opinion 
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that  when  a  party  takes  an  assignment  of  a  lease  by  way  of  mortgage 
as  a  security  for  money  lent,  the  whole  interest  passes  to  him  and  he 
becomes  liable  on  the  covenant  for  the  payment  of  rent,  though  he  has 
never  occupied  or  become  possessed  in  fact.  1  Brod.  &  Bing.  72, 
Williams  v.  Bosanqyet  et  a. 

In  this  State  it  has  been  repeatedly  decided  that  a  mortgage  in  fee 
vests  in  the  mortgagee  the  whole  legal  estate ;  the  necessary  conse- 
quence of  which  seems  to  be  that  such  a  mortgagee  must  be  liable  for 
the  performance  of  covenants  running  with  the  land.  And  we  think  in 
this  case  the  defendant  is  liable  for  any  rent  that  became  due  after  his 
mortgage  was  executed. 

In  considering  this  case,  the  question  occurred  to  us  whether  the  lia- 
bility of  the  defendant  could  be  affected  by  the  circumstance  that  the 
rent  was  reserved  upon  a  grant  of  the  freehold,  while  the  conveyance  to 
him  was  in  fee.  But  we  find  that  it  has  been  decided  that  covenant 
will  lie  against  the  assignee  of  part  of  an  estate  for  not  repairing  his 
part,  for  it  is  devisable  [divisible],  and  follows  the  land.  Cro.  Car.  222, 
Congham  v.  King ;  2  East,  580. 

And  we  are  not  able  to  discover  an}-  reason  why  he  who  takes  a  larger 
estate  should  not  be  bound  by  a  covenant  running  with  a  less  estate 
which  is  parcel  of  the  larger. 

On  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  it  has  been  argued  that  the  defendant  is 
liable  in  this  action,  not  only  for  the  rent  which  has  become  due  since 
be  became  owner  of  the  land,  but  the  rent  which  became  due  before 
that  time. 

The  cases  which  have  been  cited  by  the  defendant's  counsel  seem  to 
show  that  the  law  is  not  so. 

It  is  another  argument  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  that  when  the 
action  is  against  an  assignee,  it  is  usual  to  allege  in  assigning  the  breach 
of  the  covenant,  that  the  breach  happened  after  the  assignment.  2 
Chitty's  PI.  191;  Lilly,  134;  6  Johns.  105,  Dubois  v.  Van  Orden  ; 
Carthew,  177;  2  Ventris,  231. 

It  is  said  in  "VVoodfall,  274  and  338,  that  an  assignee  is  liable  for 
arrearages  of  rent  incurred  before,  as  well  as  during  his  enjoyment ; 
but  he  cites  no  case  in  which  it  has  been  so  decided,  and  offers  no  ar- 
gument in  support  of  the  propositions,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  this 
is  not  law,  and  there  must  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  rent 
which  has  become  due  since  the  3d  of  April,  1822. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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LEWIS  v.  PAYN. 
SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEW  YORK.  « 1830. 

[Reported  4  Wend.  423.] 

THIS  was  an  action  of  replevin,  tried  at  the  Rensselaer  Circuit  in  July, 
1828,  before  the  Hon.  William  A.  Duer,  then  one  of  the  circuit  judges. 

The  declaration  was  in  the  usual  form  for  taking  goods  and  chattels 
of  the  plaintiffs.  The  defendant  put  in  two  avowries,  substantially 
alike,  acknowledging  the  taking  of  the  goods  and  chattels  as  a  distress 
for  six  months  rent  in  arrear,  due  1st  October,  1823,  on  a  lease  in  fee 
of  certain  real  estate,  bearing  date  1st  April,  1818,  executed  by  him  to 
the  plaintiffs.  The  plaintiffs  replied  non  tenure  and  riens  in  arrere. 

On  the  trial  the  defendant  proved  a  counterpart  of  a  lease  in  fee  of 
certain  premises,  executed  by  the  defendant  as  lessor  and  the  plaintiffs 
as  lessees,  bearing  date  1st  April,  1818,  reserving  an  annual  rent  of 
8700,  payable  in  equal  portions  on  the  first  da}'S  of  May  and  October 
in  each  year ;  in  which  lease  was  a  reservation  of  all  rents  then  due  or 
thereafter  to  become  due,  on  certain  leases  before  then  granted  to  three 
individuals,  viz.  A.  Van  Buren,  "W.  Bissell,  and  B.  Yale.  By  an  in- 
dorsement on  the  lease  dated  4th  March,  1818,  the  four  first  payments 
of  rent  were  each  reduced  $100,  and  by  a  subsequent  indorsement, 
dated  7th  June,  1821,  it  was  agreed  that  the  deduction  of  $100 
should  continue  to  be  made  upon  the  accruing  rent.  The  plaintiffs 
produced  and  proved  the  lease  in  their  possession,  which  contained  a 
reservation  of  the  rents  due  on  the  leases  to  Van  Buren  and  others,  at 
the  date  of  the  lease  to  the  plaintiffs,  but  not  of  the  rents  thereafter  to 
become  due.  Witnesses  were  examined  on  both  sides  as  to  the  state  of 
the  lease  and  counterpart  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  same,  in 
reference  to  the  variance  in  relation  to  the  accruing  rent  and  as  to  the 
subsequent  acts  and  declarations  of  the  parties  on  the  same  subject. 
The  plaintiffs  also  proved  that  after  the  execution  of  the  lease  to  the 
plaintiffs,  the  defendant  distrained  property  upon  the  premises  demised 
to  Van  Buren,  Bissell,  and  Yale,  or  some  of  them,  for  rent  accrued  upon 
those  premises  subsequent  to  the  execution  of  the  lease  to  the  plaintiffs. 
This  evidence  was  objected  to  as  not  amounting  to  an  eviction ;  but  if 
so,  as  inadmissible  under  the  pleadings  in  the  cause.  It  was  received, 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

The  judge  submitted  to  the  jury  the  questions,  whether  the  lease  in 
Payn's  possession  had  been  fraudulently  altered,  and  whether  the  de- 
fendant had  distrained  for  rent  accrued  on  the  premises  demised  to 
Van  Buren,  Bissell,  and  Yale,  subsequent  to  the  execution  of  the  lease 
to  the  plaintiffs.  The  jury  found  both  questions  against  the  defendant, 
and  a  verdict  was  accordingly  entered  for  the  plaintiffs,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 
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-3/1  T.  Reynolds,  for  the  defendant. 

J).  Buel,  Junior,  for  plaintiffs. 

SAVAGE,  C.  J.  When  this  cause  was  formerly  before  the  court  (8 
Cowen,  71),  we  had  occasion  to  consider  the  effect  of  a  fraudulent  alter- 
ation of  a  deed  b}-  a  party  to  be  benefited  by  it,  and  we  then  held  that 
such  alteration  avoids  the  deed ;  but  as  in  this  case  there  were  two 
leases  executed,  both  of  which  were  originals,  we  held  that  the  fraudu- 
lent alteration  of  one  deed  did  not  avoid  the  other,  and  that  the  lessor 
therefore  was  entitled,  as  the  case  was  then  presented,  to  recover  the 
rent  due,  if  any  remained  unpaid ;  and  a  new  trial  was  accordingly 
ordered,  the  jury  having  found  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Upon  the  new  trial,  the  question  whether  a  fraudulent  alteration  of 
one  of  the  leases  had  been  made  was  again  submitted  to  the  jur}'  upon 
testimony  on  both  sides,  and  has  been  again  decided  against  the  de- 
fendant. On  the  former  trial  we  thought  the  jury  would  have  been  jus- 
tified in  finding  a  verdict  either  way  upon  that  question.  I  am  of  the 
same  opinion  in  relation  to  the  last  trial.  The  evidence  is  nearly  bal- 
anced, but  the  jury  have  placed  the  most  reliance  upon  the  plaintiff's 
witnesses,  or  have  considered  the  circumstances  strongest  against  the 
defendant ;  and  under  such  a  state  of  facts  the  verdict  ought  not  to  be 
disturbed  as  contrary  to  evidence. 

The  principal  questions  now  to  be  decided  are,  1st.  Whether  under 
the  pleadings  the  plaintiffs  were  at  liberty  to  prove  an  eviction  by  the 
lessor  of  part  of  the  premises  ?  2d.  Whether  proof  of  the  lessor's  dis- 
training for  the  rents  upon  the  leases  to  Van  Buren  and  others  was 
sufficient  evidence  of  an  eviction?  and  3d.  Whether  such  an  eviction 
bars  the  landlord  from  recovering  his  rent? 

1.  As  to  the  question  upon  the  pleadings.  The  evidence  clearly 
showed  that  there  was  a  holding  by  the  plaintiffs  under  the  defendant, 
and  that  there  was  rent  in  arrear.  The  defendant  is  therefore  entitled 
to  judgment,  unless  under  the  plea  of  riens  in  arrere,  the  plaintiffs  are 
at  liberty  to  prove  an  eviction.  It  is  said  that  if  the  plaintiffs  have 
been  evicted  by  the  defendant,  such  an  eviction  has  concluded  the  ten- 
ancy, and  that  consequent!}7  no  rent  can  be  in  arrear.  The  general 
principle  is,  that  anything  may  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  general 
issue,  which  shows  that  no  right  of  action  ever  existed ;  and  in  some 
cases  facts  may  be  shown  which  prove  that  no  right  of  action  existed 
at  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  though  it  be  conceded  that  a  right  of 
action  had  once  existed.  In  the  action  of  debt  for  rent,  the  defendant, 
under  the  plea  of  nil  debet,  may  show  an  eviction  by  the  plaintiff.  1 
Mod.  35,  118 ;  1  Ld.  Raym.  370 ;  1  Saund.  204,  n.  2.  But  in  an  ac- 
tion of  covenant  for  non-payment  of  rent,  an  eviction  cannot  be  proved, 
unless  pleaded.  Probably  the  reason  of  the  distinction  is,  that  in  the 
action  of  covenant  there  is,  strictly  speaking,  no  general  issue.  The 
plea  of  non  estfactum  has  been  considered  the  general  issue  for  the  pur- 
pose of  attaching  to  it  a  notice  of  special  matter ;  but  it  puts  in  issue 
only  the  execution  of  the  instrument  declared  on ;  it  does  not  impose 
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upon  the  plaintiff  the  necessity  of  proving  the  breaches  alleged.  In  the 
case  of  Horn  v.  Lewin,  1  Ld.  Raym.  641 ;  12  Mod.  354,  it  is  said  by 
the  court  that  riens  in  arrere  is  the  general  issue  to  an  avowiy.  If  an 
eviction  may  be  shown  in  an  action  of  debt  for  rent  upon  the  plea 
of  the  general  issue,  I  can  see  no  reason  why  it  ma^y  not  in  replevin 
upon  the  pica  of  the  general  issue  to  the  avowry.  Had  there  been  a 
general  issue  in  covenant,  the  same  defence  should,  upon  general  prin- 
ciples, be  received  in  that  action  upon  the  same  plea.  I  am  therefore 
of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  were  at  liberty,  under  the  pleadings,  to 
show  an  eviction  by  the  defendant  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  demised 
premises. 

Where  the  lessor  enters  wrongfully  into  part  of  the  demised  premises, 
the  tenant  is  discharged  from  the  payment  of  the  whole  rent,  till  he  be 
restored  to  the  whole  possession ;  and  this  that  no  man  ma}'  be  encour- 
aged to  injure  or  disturb  his  tenant  in  his  possession.  6  Bac.  Abr. 
49  ;  Co.  Lit.  148  b.  If  the  lord  or  lessor  disseises  or  ousts  the 
tenant  or  lessee  of  any  part,  the  whole  rent  is  suspended  as  it  is  held 
in  Arcough's  Case,  9  Coke,  135.  In  Dyett  v.  Pendleton,  8  Cowen, 
728,  this  principle  is  recognized  and  adopted  as  correct.  In  that  case 
it  was  said  that  such  a  defence  could  be  given  in  evidence  under  a  plea 
of  eviction  onl}r ;  that,  however,  was  an  action  of  covenant,  in  which 
there  is  no  general  issue.  In  the  case  of  Watts  v.  Coffin,  11  Johns.  R. 
499,  it  was  said  by  Van  Ness,  Justice,  that  an  eviction  to  produce  an 
apportionment  or  a  suspension  of  the  rent,  must  be  of  part  or  the  whole 
of  the  thing  demised. 

Did,  then,  the  distress  upon  the  lots  held  under  the  prior  leases 
amount  to  an  eviction?  Hunt  v.  Cope,  Cowp.  242,  was  an  action  of 
replevin  in  which  the  defendant  avowed  for  rent,  to  which  the  plaintiff 
pleaded,  1.  No  rent  in  arrear ;  and  2.  That  before  the  distress,  the 
defendant  (the  lessor)  unlawfully  entered  into  a  garden,  part  of  the 
demised  premises,  and  pulled  down  a  summer-house.  To  this  plea 
there  was  a  demurrer  and  joinder,  and  judgment  was  given  for  the 
plaintiff  (the  tenant).  But  upon  a  writ  of  error  to  the  King's  Bench, 
the  judgment  was  reversed  ;  and  the  only  question  argued  was,  whether 
the  facts  amounted  to  an  eviction.  Lord  Mansfield  said  that  the  ques- 
tion turned  upon  the  pleading ;  that  the  rule  of  law  was  clear ;  that  to 
occasion  a  suspension  of  the  rent,  there  must  be  an  eviction  or  expulsion 
of  the  lessee,  but  this  plea  merely  stated  a  trespass ;  that  the  lessee 
should  have  pleaded  an  eviction,  and  then  the  facts  which  were  stated 
might  have  been  sufficient  for  the  jury  to  have  found  a  verdict  in  his 
favor.  And  in  Dyett  v.  Pendleton  it  seems  to  be  held  that  an}-  ob- 
struction b}-  the  landlord  to  the  beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  demised 
premises,  or  a  diminution  of  the  consideration  of  the  contract  by  the 
acts  of  the  landlord,  amounts  to  a  constructive  eviction.  The  acts  of 
the  landlord  in  this  case  are,  distraining  for  rent  due  on  the  prior 
leases,  after  he  had  conveyed  all  his  interest  in  them  to  the  plaintiffs  in 
this  suit.  This,  under  the  decisions  which  have  been  made,  amounts 
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to  something  more  than  a  constructive  eviction,  and  is  sufficient  to 
cause  a  suspension  of  the  rent. 

It  is  contended,  however,  that  an  ouster  by  the  landlord  which  sus- 
pends the  payment  of  the  rent,  must  be  not  only  an  entr}*  upon  the 
demised  premises  (for  instance,  the  act  of  distraining),  but  there  must 
be  a  continuance  in  possession,  so  that  the  tenant  is  deprived  of  the 
occupancy ;  and  that  as  the  distress  complained  of  took  place  before 
the  accruing  of  the  rent  for  which  the  distress  was  made,  which  is  the 
foundation  of  the  suit,  the  court  are  to  presume  that  the  tenants  have 
subsequently  had  the  full  enjoyment  of  all  the  demised  premises.  In 
the  absence  of  proof  on  that  subject,  the  legal  presumption  is  that  the 
tenant,  having  been  ousted  of  a  part  of  the  premises,  continues  out  of 
possession ;  and  such  presumption  can  only  be  rebutted  by  evidence 
of  their  having  been  subsequently  restored.  But  when  it  is  recollected 
that  the  very  gist  of  this  action  is,  the  right  to  the  rents  of  which  the 
defendants  were  ousted  by  the  distress  complained  of,  to  presume  a 
restoration  of  the  premises,  would  be  presuming  contrary  to  the  allega- 
tions of  the  defendant  himself. 

The  defendant,  therefore,  is  not  entitled  to  recover  any  rent  of  the 
plaintiffs  until  he  restores  to  them  the  entire  possession  of  the  premises 
demised,  and  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  judgment. 


FOLTS  v.  HUNTLEY. 

SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEW  YORK.     1831. 

[Reported  7  Wend.  210.] 

ERROR  from  the  Onondaga  Common  Pleas.  Folts  sued  Huntley  in  a 
justice's  court,  and  declared  in  covenant  on  certain  articles  of  agree- 
ment, bearing  date  7th  June,  1814,  executed  under  seal  by  the  parties, 
which,  after  reciting  that  Huntley,  for  the  benefit  of  a  saw-mill  erected 
by  him,  had  diverted  the  water  of  the  Limestone  Creek,  along  the  bank 
thereof,  on  the  land  of  Folts,  proceeded  as  follows:  "Now  therefore, 
in  consideration  and  upon  condition  of  the  paj'ment  of  the  rent  herein- 
after mentioned,  on  (the  part  of)  the  said  Huntley  (to  be  paid),  the  said 
George  Folts  doth  hereby  for  himself,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  lease  and 
demise  to  the  said  Timothy  Huntley,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  the  use  of 
the  water  in  said  creek,  with  so  much  of  the  bank  as  may  be  necessary 
to  continue  the  diversion  of  the  water  as  aforesaid,  with  the  privilege 
of  digging  gravel  in  the  bank  of  the  said  creek,  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
pairing and  improving  his  clam  and  water- works,  for  such  term  of  time, 
and  upon  the  express  condition,  that  if  he,  the  said  Timothy  Huntley, 
his  heirs  or  assigns,  shall  pa}',  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  said  George 
Folts,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  annually  and  every  year,  on  the  first  day  of 
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March,  the  sum  of  six  dollars,  from  and  after  the  first  day  of  March, 
1813  ;  and  shall  also,  for  the  accommodation  of  the  said  Folts,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  make  and  keep  in  repair  a  bridge  across  the  said  Huutley's 
upper  flume,  and  a  road  from  thence  through  the  bank  to  the  flat  lands  ; 
and  shall  also  keep  in  repair  a  good  fence  on  the  bank  the  whole  length 
of  the  said  race-way  on  the  said  Folt's  land ;  and  shall  build  his  dam 
across  the  said  creek  against  and  at  the  place  where  the  upper  flume 
now  stands,  and  shall  not  so  build  his  dam  as  to  raise  the  water  more 
than  two  feet  above  low-water  mark.  And  the  said  Timothy  Huntley 
doth  hereby,  for  himself,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  covenant  and  agree  to 
and  with  the  said  George  Folts,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  pay  the  rent 
above  reserved,  to  build,"  &c.,  covenanting  to  perform  all  and  singular, 
the  premises  above  specified  on  his  part  to  be  performed.  The  plain- 
tiffs declaration  was  for  breaches  of  the  several  covenants  contained 
in  the  agreement  above  set  forth.  The  defendant  pleaded  the  general 
issue,  and  attached  to  his  plea  a  notice  of  various  matters  intended  to 
be  given  in  evidence  on  the  trial.  The  justice  gave  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff  for  $13  damages,  and  the  defendant  appealed  to  the  Common 
Pleas.  On  the  trial  in  the  Common  Pleas,  the  plaintiff  claimed  to  re- 
cover damages  only  for  such  breaches  of  the  agreement  as  had  happened 
since  1st  March,  1828,  and  proved  that  since  that  time  Huntley  had 
not  maintained  the  bridges,  or  kept  the  road  and  fences  in  repair  speci- 
fied in  the  agreement,  and  gave  evidence  of  the  amount  of  damages  sus- 
tained by  him  by  reason  thereof.  The  omissions  of  Huntle}'  were  proved 
by  his  admissions ;  and  in  the  same  conversation  he  said  that  the  /State 
had  taken  away  his  water,  and  he  did  not  consider  himself  under  any 
obligation  to  keep  the  bridges,  road  and  fences  in  repair ;  that  the  mill 
had  run  for  two  or  three  years  after  the  Canal  Commissioners  took  the 
water,  but  did  not  do  much  business,  and  that  for  two  years  it  had  not 
run  at  all.  The  plaintiff  proved  an  admission  of  Huntley,  that  he  had 
sold  his  privilege  to  the  State,  and  proceeded  to  inquire  as  to  the 
amount  received  by  him,  but  the  evidence  was  objected  to,  and  over- 
ruled, and  it  subsequently  appearing  that  the  transfer  made  by  Huntley 
was  in  writing,  the  court  decided  that  the  writing  must  be  produced, 
and  that  the  evidence  of  the  admissions  of  a  transfer  must  be  excluded 
from  the  consideration  of  the  jury.  The  plaintiff  then  offered  in  evi- 
dence a  copy  of  a  receipt,  purporting  to  be  signed  by  Huntley,  certified 
by  the  Deputy  Comptroller  of  the  State,  under  the  seal  of  office  of  the 
Comptroller,  as  being  on  file  in  the  Comptroller's  office,  by  which,  under 
date  of  December  9,  1825,  Huntley  acknowledged  the  receipt  of  81,000 
of  one  of  the  Canal  Commissioners,  in  full  for  the  water  of  the  Lime- 
stone Creek,  taken  to  feed  the  Erie  Canal,  whereby  his  saw-mill  was 
deprived  of  water,  and  rendered  useless.  This  evidence  was  objected 
to,  and  overruled.  It  appeared  that  the  water  of  the  Limestone  Creek 
was  in  1825  taken  to  feed  the  Erie  Canal,  above  where  Huntley  was  to 
take  it,  and  that  since  the  1st  March,  1828,  his  mill  had  been  useless. 
The  plaintiff  having  rested,  the  defendant  moved  for  a  nonsuit,  on  the 
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grounds,  1st.  That  the  contract  was  conditional,  and  that  when  Hunt- 
ley  ceased  to  pa}'  rent  the  contract  was  at  an  end ;  and  2d.  That  the 
water  of  the  creek  having  been  appropriated  by  the  Canal  Commission- 
ers, the  Statute  under  which  it  was  thus  taken  disannulled  the  lease  or 
agreement,  and  discharged  Huntley  from  the  performance  of  his  cove- 
nants. The  court  sustained  these  objections,  and  nonsuited  .the  plain- 
tiff; judgment  was  entered  for  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  sued  out 
his  writ  of  error. 

S.  L.  Edwards,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

J.  Watson,  for  defendant  in  error. 

BY  THE  COURT,  NELSON,  J.  The  first  question  in  this  case  is  whether 
the  defendant  could  avoid  the  lease  by  refusing  to  fulfil  the  covenants  ; 
or,  in  other  words,  whether  the  performance  of  the  covenants  were  at 
his  option.  The  intention  of  the  parties,  to  be  gathered  from  a  view  of 
the  whole  agreement,  the  criterion  by  which  to  give  a  construction  to 
any  part,  giving  effect,  if  consistent  and  reasonable,  to  the  whole  (1 
Selw.  339)  ;  and  if  there  be  any  ambiguit}*,  such  construction  must  pre- 
vail as  is  most  strong  against  the  covenantor,  for  he  might  have  ex- 
pressed himself  more  clearly.  The  principle  has  been  applied  to  the 
construction  of  leases.  Webb  v.  Dixon,  9  East,  15. 

Now  yielding  to  the  interpretation  urged  by  the  defendant,  there 
would  be  no  mutuality  in  the  agreement,  or  consideration  to  the  plain- 
tiff, for  the  benefit  would  be  all  on  one  side,  and  the  obligation  on 
the  other ;  and  though  this  might  not  make  a  covenant  void  ab  initio, 
SJnibricks  v.  Salmon,  3  Burr.  1637  ;  Lowe  v.  Peers,  4  Id.  2225,  it  will 
at  least  require  strong  and  express  provisions  to  induce  the  court  to 
come  to  that  conclusion.  I  have  no  doubt  that  it  was  the  intention  of 
both  parties,  as  well  from  the  subject-matter  and  nature  of  the  agree- 
ment as  from  a  reasonable  sense  of  the  words  themselves,  that  each  was 
to  be  bound.  The  agreement  was  inartificially  drawn ;  but  the  true 
reading  is,  that  Folts  covenants  to  lease  to  Huntley  the  use  of  the 
waters  in  Limestone  Creek,  with  so  much  of  the  bank,  &c.,  for  the  time 
and  upon  the  condition  that  Huntley  pa3~s  the  rent,  keeps  in  repair 
bridges,  &c. ;  and  then  follows  an  express  covenant  on  the  part  of 
Huntley,  his  heirs,  &c.,  to  Folts,  his  heirs,  &c.,  to  pay  the  rent,  build 
and  keep  in  repair  the  bridges,  &c. 

The  true  construction  of  this  agreement  is  given  in  the  case  of  Can" 
field  v.  Westcott,  5  Cowen,  270,  and  the  cases  in  the  note  (a) ,  to  wit,  that 
on  a  failure  to  pay  rent,  or  to  build  and  keep  in  repair  bridges,  &c.,  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  might  consider  the  lease  for- 
feited, and  re-enter  by  action  of  ejectment,  or  waive  the  forfeiture  and 
sue,  as  he  has  done  here,  upon  the  express  covenant. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  the  lease  is  a  perpetual  one.  It  is  by  Folts, 
his  heirs,  &c.,  to  Huntley,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  such  time  as  he 
shall  pay  the  rent  and  fulfil  other  stipulations.  So  long,  then,  as  Hunt- 
ley,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  pay  the  rent  and  comply  with  these  stipula- 
tions, they  are  entitled  to  all  the  rights  and  privileges  under  it ;  and  we 
VOL.  ii.  —  48 
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have  shown  that  Folts  can  enforce  the  payment  of  rent,  &c.,  upon  the 
express  covenant  of  Huntley,  and  that  it  is  not  at  the  election  of  the 
latter  to  put  an  end  to  it.  It  therefore  necessarily  follows  that  the  lease 
continues  until  put  an  end  to  03*  the  mutual  agreement  of  the  parties  to 
it,  or  till  the  plaintiff  may  elect  to  claim  a  forfeiture  in  the  default  of 
the  lessee  to  pay,  &c. 

In  the  next  place,  it  is  contended  that  the  diversion  of  the  Limestone 
Creek  by  the  Canal  Commissioners,  to  be  used  as  a  feeder  to  the  Erie 
Canal,  being  under  the  authority  of  law,  is  to  be  considered  in  the  na- 
ture of  an  eviction  by  paramount  title,  and  therefore  a  bar  to  the  suit 
for  rent,  or  for  the  breach  of  any  other  covenant ;  and  so  the  court  be- 
low decided.  The  term  demised  in  the  lease  undoubtedly  implied  a 
covenant  of  quiet  enjoyment,  at  least  during  the  life  of  the  lessor 
(Woodfall,  243  ;  Shep.  T.  160)  ;  and  eviction  under  a  superior  and  lawful 
title  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  demised  premises,  would  constitute 
a  valid  defence.  1  Selw.  390;  Cro.  Eliz.  214;  Johns.  Dig.  440,  tit. 
Covenant  (c)  ;  Pendleton  v.  Dyett,  4  Cowen,  581.  It  is  obvious,  how- 
ever, for  many  reasons,  that  this  act  of  the  Canal  Commissioners,  though 
lawful,  is  not  an  eviction  within  the  meaning  or  spirit  of  the  term,  and 
can  afford  no  defence  to  this  suit.  It  was  not  inconsistent  with,  but 
entirely  independent  of  a  perfect  right  and  title  in  the  plaintiff  to  lease 
the  demised  premises,  and  rested  upon  great  public  considerations,  para- 
mount to  all  and  every  title  to  the  property.  Nor  is  the  reason  upon 
which  this  defence  is  founded  applicable,  to  wit,  that  rents  shall  not  be 
paid  after  the  premises  demised  are  gone.  It  is  a  fundamental  principle 
that  private  property  cannot  be  appropriated  to  public  purposes  without 
a  just  compensation  ;  and  accordiugl}-  the  Statute  empowering  the  Com- 
missioners or  their  agents  "  to  enter  upon  and  use  all  and  singular  any 
lands,  waters,  and  streams  necessary  for  the  prosecution  of  the  improve- 
ment," &c.,  provided  compensation  for  any  injury  produced  to  any 
individual  by  the  exercise  of  this  power.  If  the  defendant  has  not 
already  obtained  his  remuneration  (which  he  probabby  has),  the  law 
affords  him  a  perfect  remed}*,  to  the  extent  of  the  injur}'  which  his  prop- 
erty has  sustained  by  the  diversion  of  the  stream ;  he,  and  not  the 
plaintiff,  can  pursue  it.  On  another  ground,  it  is  not  in  the  power  even 
of  the  Legislature  to  impeach  or  disannul  the  covenants  in  this  case. 
Sturges  v.  Crowninshield,  4  Wheaton,  122,  192,  209  ;  Mather  v.  Eush, 
16  Johns.  R.  233. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  venire  de  novo  awarded.1 

1  See  accord.  Parks  v.  Boston,  15  Pick.  198  (1834)  ;  Foote  v,  Cincinnati,  11  Ohio, 
408  (1842);  contra,  Kingsland  v.  Clark,  24  Mo.  24  (]856). 
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LAWRENCE  v.  FRENCH. 

SUPREME  COURT  OP  NEW  YORK.     1841. 

[Reported  25  Wend.  443.] 

THIS  was  an  action  of  replevin,  tried  at  the  Albany  Circuit  in  June, 
1839,  before  the  Son.  John  P.  Cushman,  one  of  the  circuit  judges. 

The  plaintiff,  on  12th  December,  1835,  took  a  lease  of  the  defendant 
of  a  building  in  the  cityr  of  Albany  called  the  Exchange  Coffee-House, 
for  the  term  of  one  year  from  the  first  day  of  May,  1836,  at  an  annual 
rent  of  $1,050,  payable  quarterly.  He  had,  since  May,  1834,  been  in 
possession  of  .the  whole  of  the  premises  demised,  except  one  room  in 
the  corner  of  the  building,  which  was  occupied  by  one  Candy.  On  the 
first  day  of  May,  1836,  Candy,  under  a  prior  lease  from  the  defendant, 
at  an  annual  rent  of  $400,  continued  in  the  occupation  of  the  room ; 
and  the  plaintiff  continued  to  occup}"  all  the  residue  of  the  building, 
until  17th  Januan*,  1837;  when  the  defendant  issued  a  distress  war- 
rant, claiming  $487.50,  to  be  due  to  him  from  the  plaintiff  for  three 
quarters'  rent,  estimating  the  rent  by  deducting  $400  from  the  annual 
rent  reserved  in  the  lease  to  the  plaintiff;  thus  charging  the  plaintiff 
with  an  annual  rent  of  only  $650,  for  three  fourths  of  which  sum  the 
warrant  was  issued.  The  property  of  the  plaintiff  was  distrained  to  the 
amount  of  $487.50  ;  and  the  plaintiff  sued  out  a  writ  of  replevin.  It 
was  conceded  b}'  the  plaintiff  that  $650  per  annum  was  a  fair  price  for 
the  use  of  that  portion  of  the  premises  occupied  by  him ;  but  he  in- 
sisted that  the  defendant,  not  having  put  him  into  possession  of  the 
whole  of  the  demised  premises,  had  no  authority  by  law  to  distrain  for 
the  rent  reserved,  or  any  part  thereof;  and  so  requested  the  judge  to 
charge  the  jury.  The  judge  refused  so  to  charge  ;  and  on  the  contrary, 
instructed  the  jury  that  the  defendant  had  a  lawful  right  to  make  the 
distress  for  the  sum  demanded,  and  was  entitled  to  their  verdict.  The 
juiy  accordingly  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  with  six  cents  dam- 
ages and  six  cents  costs ;  found  the  rent  to  be  $487.50,  and  the  value 
of  the  property  at  the  same  sum ;  and  assessed  the  damages  of  the 
defendant  at  $10,  for  the  detention  of  the  property.  The  plaintiff 
having  excepted  to  the  charge  of  the  judge,  moved  for  a  new  trial. 

S.  Stevens,  for  the  plaintiff. 

J.  Van  Huren,  for  the  [defendant]. 

BY  THE  COURT,  NELSON,  C.  J.  It  is  a  familiar  rule  of  law,  that  if  the 
landlord  enter  wrongfully  upon,  or  prevent  the  tenant  from  the  enjo}1- 
ment  of,  a  part  of  the  demised  premises,  it  suspends  the  whole  rent 
until  possession  is  restored.  His  title  is  founded  upon  this,  that  the 
land  leased  is  enjoyed  by  the  tenant  during  the  term ;  if,  therefore,  he  be 
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deprived  of  it,  the  obligation  to  pay  ceases.  The  rule  is  otherwise  where 
apart  is  recovered  by  title  paramount  to  the  lessor's  ;  for,  in  that  case, 
he  is  not  so  far  considered  in  fault,  as  that  it  should  deprive  him  of  a 
return  for  the  part  remaining.  The  law,  therefore,  directs  an  appor- 
tionment of  the  rent,  6  Bacon's  Abr.  44,  tit.  Rent,  L. ;  Gilbert  on  Rents, 
173  ;  Comyn's  Land,  and  Ten.  214-219  ;  Bradby  on  Dist.  24-30.  But 
as  between  lessor  and  lessee,  an  eviction  from  part  by  the  former,  or 
an}'  person  claiming  through  him,  will  operate  a  suspension  of  the 
whole,  Comyn's  Land,  and  Ten.  524  ;  2  Saund.  PI.  and  Ev.  G30.  There 
are  some  cases  illustrating  this  principle  to  which  I  will  refer. 

A  mere  trespass,  by  the  lessor,  will  not  suspend  the  rent,  as  where  he 
entered  and  destroyed  a  building,  Cowp.  242  ;  but  where  he  railed  off  a 
part  of  the  premises,  the  act  had  that  effect,  3  Camp.  513.  So  where  he 
gave  notice  to  an  under-tenant  to  quit,  and  he  did  accordingly,  it  was 
held  to  amount  to  an  eviction,  1  Stark.  R.  94  ;  also  in  case  of  a  demise 
to  another  after  the  tenant  had  left  the  premises,  5  Barn.  &  Cres.  332. 

The  case  of  Ludwell  v.  Newman,  6  T.  R.  458,  in  principle  comes 
near  the  present  one.  It  was  an  action  on  a  covenant  of  quiet  enjoy- 
ment in  a  lease.  The  breach  was,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  obtain  the 
possession ;  that  he  applied  to  the  tenant  to  attorn,  who  refused ;  an 
action  of  ejectment  was  brought,  and  defeated  by  a  previous  lease  of 
the  defendant,  given  the  month  before  ;  by  reason  of  all  which  the  plain- 
tiff was  prevented  from  enjoying  the  term,  &c.  The  second  count  was 
like  the  first,  except  it  omitted  the  application  to  attorn,  and  proceed- 
ings in  ejectment.  Defective  pleas  were  put  in  to  each  count,  to  which 
there  were  demurrers.  One  objection  taken  to  the  pleas  was  this  :  they 
stated  the  plaintiff  might  lawfully  have  enjoyed  during  the  first  half 
year ;  when  it  appeared  by  the  declaration,  that  he  could  not  have  en- 
tered at  an}*  time  on  account  of  the  prior  lease.  The  court  held,  that 
the  defendant's  covenant  of  quiet  enjoyment  meant  a  legal  entry  and 
enjoyment,  without  the  permission  of  any  other  person ;  which  could 
not  take  place  on  account  of  the  prior  subsisting  lease  granted  to  R. 
See  Platt  on  Cov.  327.  The  case  decides  that  the  lessee  is  not  bound 
to  test  his  right  of  entry  by  suit,  as  the  only  legal  evidence  of  a  breach 
of  the  covenant ;  nor  need  he  commit  a  trespass  by  an  actual  entry. 
Platt  on  Cov.  327  ;  Hob.  12  ;  2  Bacon,  66,  B. 

In  Tornlinson  v.  Day,  2  Brod.  &  Bing.  680,  the  defendant  took  a 
farm  under  an  agreement,  by  which  the  plaintiff  stipulated  that  he 
should  enjoy  the  exclusive  right  of  sporting  over  the  manor  in  which 
the  farm  lay,  and  should  occupy  the  glebe  land  of  the  parish  ;  rent, 
£4oO.  The  agreement,  though  acknowledged  and  recognized  by  the  de- 
fendant, had  never  been  signed  by  him ;  but  he  occupied  the  farm  for 
some  time.  The  chief  inducement  in  taking  it  was  the  privilege  of 
sporting ;  but  it  turned  out  the  plaintiff  had  no  power  to  grant  the 
privilege,  and  the  defendant  was  in  fact  warned  off  by  the  occupiers  of 
the  manor.  Neither  did  he  get  possession  of  the  glebe.  In  an  action 
for  use  and  occupation,  the  court  held  that  an  eviction  of  a  part  of  the 
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subject-matter  of  the  demise  had  been  proved,  and  allowed  a  recovery 
for  no  more  than  the  annual  value  of  the  farm.  Though  the  rule  for  a 
time  seems  to  have  been  inflexible,  that  in  these  cases  the  whole  rent 
should  be  suspended  till  possession  was  restored,  the  last  case  referred 
to  shows  that  if  the  tenant  occupies  part,  he  may  be  charged  for  such 
occupation  upon  a  quantum  meruit. 

In  Smith  \.  JRaleigh,  3  Camp.  513,  514,  n.,  the  defendant  had  agreed 
to  take  the  premises  at  an  entire  rent,  and  possession  was  delivered ; 
after  which  the  plaintiff'  railed  off  a  part  of  the  garden,  and  the  defend- 
ant thereupon  returned  the  key.  Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  this 
amounted  to  a^n  eviction  from  part  of  the  demised  premises,  and  a  com- 
plete answer  to  the  action.  This  case  was  afterwards  recognized  by 
Dallas,  J.,  in  Stokes  v.  Cooper,  in  which  the  rule  was  laid  down,  that 
after  an  eviction  from  part,  the  lessor  cannot  recover  upon  the  original 
contract ;  and  the  tenant,  by  giving  up  possession  of  the  residue,  is 
entirely  discharged  ;  but  if  after  the  eviction  he  continues,  he  shall  be 
liable  on  a  quantum  meruit.  Comyn's  Land,  and  Ten.  217,  452  ;  15 
Mass.  R.  268. 

The  result  of  all  these  cases,  I  think,  shows  that  the  defendant  here 
has  deprived  himself  of  the  remedy  by  distress.  The  eviction  from 
part  of  the  demised  premises,  by  means  of  his  prior  lease,  defeated  the 
contract ;  and  though  the  tenant  is  still  liable  by  reason  of  his  occupa- 
tion of  the  residue,  the  holding  is  not  strictly  under  the  original  agree- 
ment, but  an  implied  obligation  arises  to  pay  the  worth  of  them  at  the 
times  specified  therein.  No  fixed  rent  is  due,  and  therefore  distress  is 
not  the  appropriate  remedy.  It  would  be  unjust  to  allow  it  here,  as  the 
party  himself  has  put  it  out  of  the  power  of  the  tenant  to  tender  the 
amount.  His  rights  will  be  sufficiently  protected  by  allowing  the  usual 
redress,  where  no  specific  rent  has  been  agreed  on.  5  Barn.  &  Aid.  322. 

New  trial  granted. 


OGILVIE  v.  HULL. 

SUPREME  COURT  OP  NEW  YORK.     1843. 

[Reported  5  Hill,  52.] 

ERROR  to  the  New  York  Common  Pleas,  where  Ogilvie  sued  W.  and 
J.  C.  Hull,  in  debt,  to  recover  the  last  year's  rent  claimed  to  be  due 
upon  a  lease  of  a  store  in  the  cit}r  of  New  York.  The  lease  was  exe- 
cuted by  one  Brantingham  to  the  defendants  for  the  term  of  seven  years 
from  Ma}-  1st,  1834,  and  contained  a  covenant  by  the  lessees  to  pay  an 
annual  rent  of  $700.  In  the  month  of  March,  1835,  the  lease  was  as- 
signed to  the  plaintiff,  and  he  took  a  conveyance  in  fee  of  the  demised 
premises. 

The  defence  was,  an  eviction  by  the  plaintiff.  The  evidence  in  re- 
spect to  the  eviction  was  substantially  as  follows :  During  the  years 
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ending  in  1838,  1839,  and  1840,  one  Utter  occupied  the  premises  as 
tenant  of  the  defendants  ;  and,  on  the  1st  of  February,  1840,  the  plain- 
tiff called  on  Utter  to  ascertain  if  he  desired  to  continue  in  the  occupa- 
tion of  the  store  for  another  year.  Utter  informed  him  that  he  did,  and, 
in  reply  to  an  inquiry  of  the  plaintiff,  said  he  was  willing  to  pay  $GOO 
rent.  The  plaintiff  refused  this  proposition,  and  soon  after  posted  a 
bill  on  the  store  announcing  that  it  was  "  to  let."  Some  three  weeks 
afterwards  the  plaintiff  again  called  on  Utter,  and  offered  to  let  him 
have  the  store  for  $700  and  taxes.  Utter  was  dissatisfied  with  the 
price,  and  the  negotiation  between  him  and  the  plaintiff  ceased.  About 
a  week  before  Utter's  term  expired,  the  plaintiff  told  him  Jhat,  on  look- 
ing over  his  papers,  he  found  the  defendants'  lease  did  not  expire  till 
Ma)*,  1841,  and  that  he  had  therefore  nothing  to  do  with  the  store. 
This  information  was  immediately  communicated  by  Utter  to  a  clerk  of 
the  defendants,  but  not  at  the  plaintiff's  request.  It  further  appeared 
that,  in  February,  1839,  Utter  was  told  by  one  of  the  defendants'  clerks 
that  the  lease  in  question  expired  on  the  1st  of  Ma}*,  1840 ;  and  from 
such  information,  in  connection  with  the  plaintiff's  subsequent  acts, 
Utter  was  induced  to  believe  that  the  plaintiff  had  control  of  the  prem- 
ises, and  therefore  did  not  apply  to  the  defendants  for  a  new  lease. 
Before  he  was  advised  of  his  mistake  he  had  rented  another  store.  It 
did  not  appear  that  the  defendants  attempted  to  rent  the  store  for  the 
last  year,  or  that  they  took  an}*  interest  in  the  matter.  The  court,  in 
charging  the  jury,  submitted  to  them  whether  the  acts  of  the  plaintiff, 
between  February  and  May,  1840,  did  not  amount  to  a  constructive 
eviction.  The}'  remarked  that,  if  the  plaintiff  entered  upon  the  prem- 
ises with  intent  to  exercise  his  control  as  landlord,  and  had  done  so,  it 
might  amount  to  a  constructive  eviction,  although  the  tenant  in  posses- 
sion held  under  the  defendants  and  had  paid  rent  to  them  up  to  the  1  st 
of  May.  They  added,  that,  if  the  landlord  interfered  with  the  defend- 
ants' tenant,  or  the  demised  premises,  in  such  a  manner  as  to  cause  the 
tenant  to  move  away,  and  by  reason  thereof  the  premises  remained  va- 
cant for  the  following  year,  it  would  amount  to  a  constructive  eviction. 
The  plaintiffs  counsel  excepted  to  the  charge,  and  the  jury  rendered  a 
verdict  for  the  defendants.  After  judgment,  the  plaintiff  sued  out  a 
writ  of  eiTor. 

J.  M.  Martin,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
~W.  C.  Wetmore,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

BY  THE  COURT,  NELSON,  C.  J.  No  case,  I  apprehend,  has  carried  the 
doctrine  of  constructive  eviction  to  the  extent  laid  down  by  the  court  be- 
low. The  most  that  can  be  made  out  of  the  facts  are  these :  The  landlord 
(wilfully,  if  you  please,  though  it  was  evidently  through  mistake)  under- 
took to  let  the  premises  himself,  before  the  expiration  of  the  lease  to  the 
defendants  and  at  the  usual  time  for  leasing  in  the  city,  by  negotiating 
with  the  sub-tenant ;  and,  on  failing  to  agree  with  him,  posted  a  bill  on 
the  premises,  which  continued  till  some  short  time  before  the  year  ex- 
pired, when  he  abandoned  all  further  interference.  There  was  no  inter- 
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ference  by  the  landlord,  or  by  any  one  claiming  under  him,  with  the 
actual  use  or  occupation  of  the  premises.  The  lessees  had  the  undis- 
turbed possession  by  their  sub-tenant,  until  his  term  expired,  and  they 
might  have  had  it  till  the  expiration  of  their  lease.  The  only  ground 
for  saying  there  has  been  an  eviction,  is  the  possible  injury  to  the  de- 
fendants, arising  out  of  the  mistaken  or  ill-advised  interference  of  the 
plaintiff  in  the  several  attempts  to  lease  the  premises  himself.  This 
may,  indirectly  and  remotely,  have  embarrassed  the  letting  by  the  de- 
fendants, though  it  does  not  appear  in  the  case  that  they  interested 
themselves  in  any  manner  with  a  view  to  re-letting,  or  that  they  com- 
plained of  or  protested  against  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  matter. 
They  appear  to  have  been  perfectby  passive  and  silent  throughout. 

Now,  no  general  principle  is  better  settled  or  more  uniformly  adhered 
to  than  that  there  must  be  an  entry  and  expulsion  of  the  tenant  by  the 
landlord,  or  some  deliberate  disturbance  of  the  possession  depriving  the 
tenant  of  the  beneficial  enjo}-ment  of  the  demised  premises,  to  operate  a 
suspension  or  extinguishment  of  the  rent.  The  cases  are  collected  and 
well  considered  by  Mr.  Justice  Kenned3T  in  Bennett  v.  Bittle  and 
Another,  4  Rawle,  339,  and  they  establish  the  proposition  stated  bej-ond 
all  manner  of  doubt.  It  would  be  a  work  of  supererogation  to  go  over 
them  again,  after  the  full  and  satisfactory  review  there  taken.  Dyett 
v.  JPendleton,  8  Cowen,  727,  decided  in  the  Court  for  the  Correction  of 
Errors,  shows  only  an  application  of  the  doctrine  to  an  extreme  case. 
That  adjudication  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  introducing  a  new  principle, 
nor  as  establishing  an  exception  to  the  general  rule.  There,  the  grossly 
lewd  and  immoral  conduct  of  the  landlord  in  the  adjoining  premises 
(another  part  of  the  same  dwelling)  was  so  offensive  to  common 
decency,  and  accompanied  with  such  riotous  and  outrageous  disturb- 
ances, as  effectually  to  destroy  the  quiet  occupation  and  beneficial 
enjoyment  of  the  demised  tenement,  and  render  it  uninhabitable  by 
respectable  people,  This  was  considered  such  a  disturbance  and  de- 
struction of  the  reasonable  use  and  occupation  of  the  premises,  as 
amounted  to  a  virtual  expulsion  of  the  tenant. 

I  admit,  a  wrong  may  have  been  committed  in  this  case  against  the 
lessees,  by  interfering  with  the  right  of  renting  the  demised  premises, 
which  belonged  exclusively  to  themselves  ;  but  I  am  unable  to  see  how 
it  can  be  said,  within  any  rule  of  law  that  has  ever  been  established, 
that  here  has  been  such  an  invasion  of  their  possession  and  enjoyment 
as  will  bar  an  action  for  the  rent.  Slander  of  their  title  by  the  landlord 
would  embarrass  and  prejudice  the  letting ;  but  no  one  would  think  of 
attaching  to  it  the  consequences  contended  for  in  this  case.  The  law 
has  provided  a  different  remedy.  So  of  a  trespass  committed  upon 
the  premises  by  the  landlord.  Bennett  v.  Bittle  and  Another,  4  Rawle, 
339  ;  Lawrence  v.  French,  25  "Wend.  443,  445. 

The  case  of  Burns  v.  P 'helps,  1  Stark  R.  94,  is  much  relied  on  by  the 
defendants  ;  but  the  decision  there  made  must  be  confined  to  the  facts 
upon  which  it  was  founded.  It  might  have  applied  here,  if  the  sub- 
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tenant  had  quit  during  his  term  and  left  the  store  vacant,  in  conse- 
quence of  any  threats  or  improper  interference  of  the  landlord.  The 
latter  would  not  be  permitted  to  recover  rent  from  his  lessees  for  the 
remaining  unexpired  term  of  the  sub-tenant,  whom  he  had  virtually 
expelled  from  the  premises.  In  this  case  there  was  no  attempt  to  dis- 
turb him  during  his  term.  He  left  at  the  expiration  of  it  because  he 
could  not  agree  about  the  rent  for  the  next  ye&r.  He  never  sought  to 
lease  again  of  the  lessees,  nor  did  they  endeavor  to  lease  to  him.  They 
must  have  known,  or  should  have  known,  that  they  had  the  control  of 
the  store ;  and,  for  aught  that  appears  in  the  case,  they  might  have 
rented  to  Utter  for  the  ensuing  year,  had  the}'  taken  any  steps  for  that 
purpose.  The  failure  is  owing  more  to  their  own  remissness  and 
neglect,  than  to  the  interference  of  the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  reversed. 


MORSE  v.   GODDARD. 
SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1847. 

[Reported  13  Met.  177.] 

THIS  was  an  action  of  debt,  brought  to  recover  five  dollars,  the 
amount  of  one  month's  rent  of  a  tenement.  At  the  trial  in  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas,  before  Washburn,  J.,  on  appeal  from  a  justice  of 
the  peace,  the  plaintiff  put  into  the  case  a  lease,  made  by  him  to  the 
defendant,  dated  Januar}'  6th,  1846,  of  a  certain  tenement,  for  one  }Tear, 
reserving  rent  in  monthty  pa}-ments,  and  stated  that  the  action  was 
brought  for  the  rent  of  the  month  ending  April  6th,  1846.  The  defen- 
dant admitted  that  he  entered  into  the  tenement,  under  the  lease,  and 
that  he  was  still  in  possession.  But  he  proposed  to  show,  in  defence, 
that  in  February,  1846,  W.  M.  Benedict  and  P.  Merrick,  being  the 
owners  of  the  tenement,  entered  into  the  same,  and  required  the  de- 
fendant to  pay  rent  to  them,  and  that  he,  in  order  to  prevent  being 
expelled  therefrom,  agreed  to  pay  rent  to  them,  after  that  time.  The 
plaintiff  objected  to  the  competency  of  such  evidence ;  but  the  court 
ruled  that  it  was  admissible.  Thereupon  the  defendant  introduced 
evidence  tending  to  show  that,  on  the  21st  of  February,  1846,  the 
attorney  of  said  Benedict  and  Merrick  (in  company  with  two  wit- 
nesses) met  the  plaintiff  in  the  street,  and  informed  him  that  he  was 
going  to  take  possession  of  that  part  of  the  house  in  which  the  defen- 
dant lived ;  that  said  attorney  and  two  witnesses  went  to  the  house, 
and  went  into  the  part  occupied  b}*  the  defendant,  and  told  him  they 
had  come  to  turn  him  out  unless  he  would  agree  to  attorn,  and  be- 
come the  tenant  of  said  Benedict  and  Merrick,  and  pa}'  rent  to  them  ; 
that  the  defendant  yielded,  and  agreed  so  to  pay  rent ;  that  they  went 
from  the  house,  and  found  the  plaintiff,  and  told  him  what  had  been 
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done,  and  what  the  defendant  had  agreed  to  do.  It  did  not  appear 
that  any  evidence  was  shown  to  the  defendant,  at  that  time,  of  any 
title  in  Benedict  and  Merrick.  In  order  to  prove  their  title  at  the  trial, 
the  defendant  introduced  sundry  deeds,  and  other  evidence.  See 
Benedict  v.  Morse,  10  Met.  223. 

The  judge  instructed  the  jury,  that  if  the  defendant  bonafide  yielded 
possession  of  the  premises  to  Benedict  and  Merrick,  to  prevent  being 
actually  expelled,  and  the  plaintiff  then  had  notice  of  this ;  and  if  the 
defendant  had  satisfactorily  proved  that  Benedict  and  Merrick  owned 
the  estate  by  a  good  title,  and  had  a  right  to  take  immediate  posses- 
sion, at  the  time  when  they  undertook  to  turn  the  defendant  out  of 
possession  —  their  title  and  possession  being  adverse  to  those  of  the 
defendant  and  his  lessor  —  such  yielding  of  possession  was  equivalent 
to  an  actual  ouster,  and  was  competent  evidence  in  defence  to  the 
plaintiffs  claim,  sued  in  this  action,  for  rent  accruing  after  such  yield- 
ing of  possession  ;  the  burden  of  proof  being  upon  the  defendant. 

The  juiy  returned  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff 
excepted  to  the  judge's  instructions. 

Bridges,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Randall  and  Hartshorn,  for  the  defendant. 

SHAW,  C.  J.  In  a  justice  action  of  debt  for  a  month's  rent,  the 
defence  was,  that  the  defendant  had  been  ousted,  by  persons  having  a 
paramount  title,  before  the  commencement  of  the  time  for  which  the 
rent  was  claimed. 

The  defendant  offered  evidence  to  show,  that  persons  having  a  valid 
title,  paramount  to  that  of  the  defendant  and  his  lessor,  the  plaintiff, 
and  having  an  immediate  right  of  entry,  and  of  possession  under  it, 
made  an  actual  entry  on  the  premises,  and  required  the  defendant  to 
pay  rent  to  them  from  the  time  of  such  entry,  or  quit  the  premises. 
But  it  is  objected  to  this  defence,  that  a  tenant  cannot  contest  the 
title  of  his  lessor,  nor  set  up  a  paramount  adverse  title  in  a  third  per- 
son. And  we  think  it  well  settled,  that  a  lessee,  taking  the  estate  of 
his  lessor,  and  entering  into  possession  under  it,  admits  his  title,  and 
is  estopped  from  denying  that  title ;  or,  what  is  in  effect  the  same 
thing,  is  estopped  from  setting  up  an  outstanding  title  in  a  third  per- 
son. Doe  v.  Smythe,  4  M.  &  S.  347 ;  Doe  v.  Mills,  2  Adolph.  & 
Ellis,  17.  But  this  is  not  inconsistent  with  another  rule,  that  where 
there  is  an  eviction  or  ouster  of  the  lessee,  by  a  title  paramount,  which 
he  cannot  resist,  it  is  a  good  bar  to  the  demand  for  rent,  on  the  plain 
ground  of  equity,  that  the  enjoyment  of  the  estate  is  the  consideration 
for  the  covenant  to  pay  rent,  and  when  the  lessee  is  deprived  of  the 
benefit,  he  cannot  be  held  to  pa}r  the  compensation.  Bac.  Ab.  Rent, 
L.  Cruise's  Dig.  tit.  28,  c.  3.  It  is  not  enough,  therefore,  that  a 
third  party  has  a  paramount  title  ;  but,  to  excuse  the  payment  of  rent, 
the  defendant  must  have  been  ousted  or  evicted  under  that  title. 
Hunt  v.  Cope,  Cowp.  242;  Pendleton  v.  Dyett,  4  Cow.  581. 

But  an  eviction  under  a  judgment  of  law  is   not  necessary.      An 
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actual  entry,  \>y  one  having  a  paramount  title  and  present  right  of  entry, 
is  an  ouster  of  the  tenant.  He  cannot  lawfully  hold  against  the  title 
of  such  party.  He  is  not  bound  to  hold  unlawfully,  and  subject  him- 
self to  an  action,  and  is  not,  therefore,  compellable  to  resist  such 
entry.  Hamilton  v.  Cutts,  4  Mass.  349.  So,  when  an  execution 
creditor  is  put  into  possession  by  the  sheriff,  under  the  levy  of  an  exe- 
cution, he  has  the  actual  and  exclusive  possession,  and  may  maintain 
trespass.  Gore  v.  Brazier,  3  Mass.  523. 

There  is  a  recent  case,  which  seems  to  us  alike  in  principle.  Smith 
v.  Shepard,  15  Pick.  147.  A  mortgagor  in  possession  made  a  lease 
for  years,  reserving  rent.  Afterwards,  the  mortgagee,  having  a  para- 
mount title,  entered,  as  he  lawfully  might,  with  right  to  take  the  rents 
and  profits.  In  a  suit  by  lessor  against  lessee  for  rent,  such  entry 
under  a  paramount  title  was  held  to  be  an  ouster,  and  a  good  bar  to 
the  action. 

It  is  to  be  understood,  that  when  a  tenant  thus  relies  on  an  ouster 
in  pais,  without  judgment,  he  has  the  burden  of  proving  the  validity 
of  the  elder  title,  the  actual  entry  under  it,  and  that  he  acted  in  good 
faith,  and  without  collusion  with  the  part}'  entering. 

The  instruction  to  the  jury  was,  that  if  the  defendant,  bonafide,  had 
3-ielded  possession  of  the  premises  to  Benedict  and  Merrick,  to  prevent 
being  actually  expelled  ;  that  the  plaintiff  had  notice  of  this  ;  and  that, 
upon  the  evidence,  Benedict  and  Merrick  had  a  good  title,  paramount 
to  that  of  the  defendant  and  his  lessor,  and  the  right  of  immediate 
possession  ;  their  entry  was  equivalent  to  an  actual  ouster,  and  was  a 
good  defence  to  the  action  for  rent.  This  direction,  we  think,  was 
right ;  and  the  jury,  by  returning  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  affirmed 
these  facts.  Exceptions  overruled. 


CHRISTOPHER  v.   AUSTIN. 

COURT  OF  APPEALS  OF  NEW  YORK.     1854. 

[Reported  UN.  Y.  216.] 

APPEAL  from  a  judgment  of  the  New  York  Common  Pleas.  The  ac- 
tion was  brought  by  Thomas  Vermilya  in  that  court  to  recover  for  the 
use  and  occupation  of  a  dwelling-house  and  three  lots  of  ground  from 
the  1st  of  May,  1847,  to  the  1st  of  May,  1848.  The  cause  was  tried 
before  Judge  Woodruff,  without  a  jury.  He  found  "  that  the  defend- 
ant, by  agreement  not  under  seal,  hired  from  the  plaintiff  the  demised 
premises,  from  the  1st  of  May,  1847,  to  the  1st  of  May,  1848,  at  the 
rent  of  two  hundred  dollars,  payable  quarterly,  and  entered  into  the 
possession  thereof  under  the  agreement ;  that  afterwards,  and  before 
any  rent  became  payable,  the  plaintiff  entered  upon  the  demised  prem- 
ises and  evicted  the  defendant  from  a  part  thereof,  which  eviction 
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• 

continued  during  the  whole  residue  of  the  term ;  that  notwithstanding 
such  eviction,  the  defendant  voluntarily  continued  to  enjoj*,  use  and 
occupy  the  residue  of  the  premises  until  the  expiration  of  the  term  on 
the  first  of  May,  1848;  that  after  the  first  of  February,  1848,  the 
plaintiff  prosecuted  the  defendant  in  an  action  of  assumpsit  upon  the 
agreemant,  to  recover  the  three  quarters'  rent,  due  on  that  day ;  in 
such  action  the  defendant  interposed  as  a  defence  the  eviction  of  him 
by  the  plaintiff  from  a  part  of  the  demised  premises,  and  upon  trial  of 
this  issue  a  verdict  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  upon  which 
judgment  was  entered."  The  judge  decided  as  matter  of  law  upon 
said  facts,  that  such  wrongful  eviction  of  the  defendant  from  a  part  of 
the  premises,  suspended  the  rent,  and  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  re- 
cover for  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  residue  of  the  premises  while 
such  eviction  continued ;  and  therefore,  whether  the  record  and  judg- 
ment in  the  former  action  were  or  not  a  bar  to  a  recovery  for  the  use 
and  occupation  from  May  1st,  1847,  to  February  1st,  1848,  that  the 
eviction  having  continued  during  the  whole  term,  this  action  for  a 
compensation  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  the  residue  of  the  premises, 
could  not  be  sustained  ;  and  directed  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ant On  an  appeal  by  the  plaintiff,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  at 
General  Term,  affirmed  the  judgment.  The  plaintiff  appealed  to  this 
court. 

During  the  pendency  of  the  suit,  Vermitya,  the  plaintiff,  died,  and 
the  suit  was  continued  in  the  name  of  Christopher,  his  executor. 

A.  S.  Garr,  for  the  appellant. 

M.  G.  Harrington,  for  the  respondent. 

PARKER,  J.  The  judge  found  the  fact  that  after  the  leasing  of  the 
premises  for  one  year,  viz.,  from  the  first  day  of  May,  1847,  to  the 
1st  of  Ma}*,  1848,  by  a  written  lease,  not  under  seal,  at  a  rent  of 
$200,  payable  quarterly,  and  after  the  defendant  had  entered  into  pos- 
session under  such  agreement,  before  any  rent  had  become  pa3~able, 
the  plaintiff  entered  upon  the  premises  and  evicted  the  said  tenant 
from  a  part  thereof,  which  eviction  continued  during  the  whole  residue 
of  the  term  of  the  hiring. 

•It  is  contended  by  the  plaintiffs  counsel,  that  although  such  an 
eviction  would  be  a  bar  to  an  action  on  the  agreement  to  pay  rent,  yet 
that  it  is  no  bar  to  an  action  under  the  Statute  to  recover  a  reasonable 
sum  for  the  use  and  occupation,  if  the  tenant  continue  to  occupy  a  por- 
tion of  the  premises  after  such  eviction  from  a  part.  There  is  no 
reason  for  such  a  distinction,  nor  can  it  be  sustained  by  authorit}*. 
The  rule  is,  that  if  the  landlord  enter  wrongfully  upon  or  prevent  the 
tenant  from  the  enjoyment  of  a  part  of  the  demised  premises,  the 
whole  rent  is  suspended  till  the  possession  is  restored.  The  Fitch- 
burg  Corporation  v.  Melven,  15  Mass.  R.  268.  Nelson,  C.  J.,  said 
in  Lawrence  v.  French,  25  Wend.  445,  "  his  (the  landlord's)  title 
is  founded  upon  this,  that  the  land  leased  is  enjoyed  by  the  tenant  dur- 
ino-  the  term :  if,  therefore,  he  be  deprived  of  it,  the  obligation  to  pay 
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ceases."  And  Spencer,  Senator,  in  Dyett  v.  Pendleton,  8  Cowen, 
731,  states  as  the  reason  for  the  rule,  "as  to  the  part  retained,  this 
is  deemed  such  a  disturbance,  such  an  injury  to  its  beneficial  enjoy- 
ment, such  a  diminution  of  the  consideration  upon  which  the  contract 
is  founded,  that  the  law  refuses  its  aid  to  coerce  the  payment  of  any 
rent."  It  would  be  a  palpable  evasion  of  the  rule  and  of  the  penalty 
the  law  imposes  upon  the  landlord  for  a  wrongful  eviction,  to  hold  that 
he  may  recover  for  use  and  occupation  on  a  quantum  meruit,  when  he 
is  not  permitted  to  recover  on  the  agreement  itself. 

The  exception  to  the  rule  is  where  a  part  is  recovered  by  title  para- 
mount to  the  lessor's ;  for  in  that  case  he  is  not  so  far  considered  in 
fault,  as  that  it  should  deprive  him  of  a  return  for  the  part  remaining. 
Lawrence  v.  French,  25  Wend.  445  ;  8  Bac.  Abr.  514,  tit.  Rent,  L. ; 
Gilbert  on  Rents,  173.  And  where  the  tenant  enters,  but  is  pre- 
vented from  obtaining  the  whole  of  the  premises,  b}r  a  person  holding 
a  part  under  &  prior  lease  executed  by  the  landlord,  it  has  been  placed 
upon  the  same  footing  as  an  eviction  by  title  paramount,  and  the 
landlord  has  been  permitted  to  recover  for  use  and  occupation  on  a 
quantum  meruit.  Lawrence  v.  French,  25  Wend.  443 ;  Ludwdl  v. 
Newman,  6  Term  R.  458 ;  Tomlinson  v.  Day,  2  Brod.  &  Bing.  680. 

I  know  the  rule  has  been  laid  down  in  some  of  the  elementary  books, 
Story  on  Cont.  §  657 ;  Taylor,  Lan.  &  Ten.  443,  to  be  that  when  the 
rent  is  entire  and  the  landlord  evicts  the  tenant  during  his  term  out  of 
part  of  the  premises,  he  may  abandon  the  residue,  and  is  not  charge- 
able for  the  occupation  of  any  part ;  but  that  if  the  tenant  still  con- 
tinue to  occupy  the  residue,  he  is  chargeable  upon  a  quantum  meruit. 
The  rule  has  been  thus  stated  on  the  authority  of  two  nisi  prius  cases, 
viz. :  Smith  v.  Raleigh,  3  Camp.  513,  and  Stokes  v.  Cooper,  a  case 
not  reported  but  referred  to  in  a  note  to  the  same  case,  as  having  been 
decided  by  Dallas,  J.,  at  the  Worcester  Lent  Assizes.  In  Smith  v. 
Raleigh  it  appeared  the  tenant  abandoned  the  premises  after  being 
evicted  from  a  part,  but  the  decision  was  not  put  by  Lord  Ellenborough 
on  that  ground,  and  I  think  the  tenant  would  equally  have  been  en- 
titled to  judgment,  if  he  had  remained  in  possession  of  the  residue. 
The  only  case  that  can  be  found  favoring  the  idea  that  a  tenant  who 
remains  in  possession  of  the  residue  during  the  term,  after  an  eviction 
from  part,  is  chargeable,  is  that  of  Stokes  v.  Cooper,  above  cited. 
And  that  is  not  sufficiently  reported  to  enable  us  to  know  what  were 
the  facts  of  the  case ;  and  if  it  were  so,  it  would  be  entitled  only  to 
the  weight  due  to  a  hastily  made  decision  at  the  circuit.  If  the  decis- 
ion was  what  it  is  claimed  to  have  been,  it  is  at  war  with  the  rule  of 
law  as  it  has  been  generally  stated  in  well-considered  cases.  The  con- 
sequence of  an  eviction  from  part  is  not  merely  a  discharge  of  the 
tenant  from  the  rent,  provided  he  abandons  the  residue,  but  it  is  a  dis- 
charge of  the  tenant  from  any  rent  or  liability  for  the  occupation  of 
the  residue  during  the  term  of  hiring.  In  Dyett  v.  Pendleton,  8 
Cowen,  731,  Spencer,  Senator,  said :  "  This  distinction,  which  is  as  per- 
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fectly  well  settled  as  any  to  be  found  in  the  books,  establishes  the 
great  principle  that  a  tenant  shall  not  be  required  to  pay  rent,  even  for 
the  part  of  the  premises  which  he  retains,  if  he  has  been  evicted  from 
the  other  part  by  the  landlord ; "  and  the  rule  as  recognized  in  other 
cases  and  generally  stated  in  the  treatises  is,  that  an  eviction  from  part 
will  operate  as  a  suspension  of  the  whole.  24  Wend.  445 ;  Comyn's 
Land.  &  Ten.  524 ;  2  Saund.  PL  &  Ev.  630. 

I  suppose  it  is  the  right  of  the  tenant  under  such  circumstances  to 
remain  in  possession  of  the  residue  during  the  term,  and  that  he  can 
neither  be  made  liable  on  the  original  lease  nor  in  an  action  for  use  and 
occupation,  unless  he  holds  over  after  the  expiration  of  his  term. 

If  I  am  right  in  this  conclusion,  the  wrongful  eviction  of  the  defend- 
ant was  a  bar  to  the  plaintiffs  right  of  recovery  for  the  use  of  the 
premises  in  any  form,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  consider  whether,  or 
to  what  extent,  the  litigation  of  the  same  subject-matter  or  of  three 
fourths  of  it  at  least,  in  the  former  action,  would  have  constituted  a 
good  defence. 

There  are  no  questions  properly  before  us  for  examination,  except 
those  presented  by  the  bill  of  exceptions.  We  cannot  review  the  de- 
cision of  the  court  below,  on  the  motion  to  set  aside  the  judgment,  on 
the  grounds  of  surprise  and  irregularity.  These  were  matters  of  dis- 
cretion, and  did  not  involve  the  merits.  I  think  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below  should  be  affirmed. 

GARDINER,  C.  J.,  also  delivered  an  opinion  in  favor  of  affirmance. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


EDGERTON  v.  PAGE. 
COURT  OF  APPEALS  OF  NEW  YORK.     1859. 

[Reported  20  N.  Y.  281.] 

APPEAL  from  the  Common  Pleas  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York. 
Action  to  recover  one  quarter's  rent  of  the  first  floor  of  brick  building 
No.  8  Fulton  Street  in  said  city,  for  the  quarter  ending  May  1st,  1855, 
leased  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  for  one  year  from  May  1st,  1854, 
at  a  yearly  rent  of  $1,500,  payable  quarterly  on  the  first  days  of  August, 
November,  February,  and  Ma}'.  The  defendant  in  his  answer  set  out  a 
cop}'  of  the  lease,  by  which  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  was  to  have 
the  privilege  of  renewal  for  one  year  at  the  same  rent.  The  answer 
alleged  that  this  privilege  was  one  of  the  main  inducements  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant  to  the  taking  of  the  lease,  and  one  of  the  principal 
causes  of  its  value.  The  answer  further  alleged  that  the  plaintiff,  be- 
tween the  first  days  of  February  and  May,  1855,  was  the  occupant  of  the 
entire  upper  part  of  the  building  in  question,  and  also  of  the  adjoining 
building ;  that  between  those  days,  and  while  the  defendant  occupied 
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the  demised  premises,  the  plaintiff  wantonly,  maliciously,  and  negligently 
permitted  certain  water-pipes,  coming  down  through  the  rear  of  the  build- 
ing and  communicating  with  a  sewer  under  the  demised  premises,  and 
which  pipes  were  used  for  carrying  off  the  waste  water  from  the  upper  sto- 
ries of  the  building,  to  get  out  of  order  and  leak  ;  that  the  plaintiff,  knowing 
this,  maliciously  and  negligently  permitted  large  quantities  of  water  and 
filth  to  flow  through  the  pipes,  which  leaked  therefrom  into  the  demised 
premises,  injuring  the  property  of  the  defendant,  deposited  therein,  to 
the  amount  of  $390,  interfering  with  and  depriving  the  defendant  of  the 
beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  premises  ;  that  the  plaintiff  could,  by  ordi- 
nary care  and  prudence,  have  prevented  the  injury,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant requested  the  plaintiff  to  repair  the  pipes  or  abstain  from  their  use, 
which  he  neglected  to  do  ;  that  the  defendant  was  injured  to  the  amount 
of  $250  in  the  prosecution  of  his  business  during  the  quarter  in  question. 
The  answer  further  alleged,  that  at  divers  times  during  the  quarter  in 
question,  large  quantities  of  water,  filthy  and  otherwise,  were  thrown 
out  by  the  plaintiff  and  his  servants,  from  the  rear  windows  of  the  por- 
tion of  the  building  occupied  by  the  plaintiff,  so  negligentl}"  and  malici- 
ously as  to  run  into  the  demised  premises,  by  which  the  defendant  was 
injured  to  the  amount  of  $150 ;  that  the  defendant  was  compelled,  by 
the  injuries,  to  abandon  the  possession  of  the  premises  on  or  about  the 
1st  of  May,  1855,  thereby  losing  the  benefit  and  being  deprived  of  the 
privilege  of  renewal  created  by  the  lease  which  he  intended  to  avail 
himself  of  but  for  said  injuries.  The  answer  insists  upon  the  facts  as  a 
defence  to  the  action,  and  also  as  a  counter-claim.  The  plaintiff  de- 
murred to  the  answer  and  assigned  several  causes,  among  them  that  the 
facts  did  not  constitute  a  defence  nor  a  counter-claim  available  to  the 
defendant  in  the  action.  The  cause  was  heard  at  Special  Term,  and 
judgment  given  for  the  defendant  upon  the  demurrer.  The  plaintiff 
appealed  ;  the  court  at  General  Term  reversed  the  judgment,  and  gave 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  from  which  the  defendant  appealed  to  this 
court. 

John  Graham,  for  the  appellant. 

Winchester  Britton,  for  the  respondent. 

GROVER,  J.  The  demurrer  presents  two  questions :  First,  whether 
the  facts  alleged  in  the  answer  constitute  a  defence ;  second,  whether 
the}'  constitute  a  counter-claim,  available  to  the  defendant  by  wa}*  of 
recoupment  or  otherwise  in  this  action.  The  rule  has  long  been  settled, 
that  a  wrongful  eviction  of  the  tenant  by  the  landlord,  from  the  whole 
or  an}-  part  of  the  demised  premises,  before  the  rent  becomes  due,  pre- 
cludes a  recovery*  thereof  until  the  possession  is  restored.  Christopher 
v.  Austin,  1  Kern.  217.  Whether  this  eviction  must  be  actual  by  the 
forcible  removal  of  the  tenant  by  the  landlord  from  the  demised  premises 
or  a  portion  thereof,  was  not  settled  in  this  State  until  the  case  of  Dyett 
v.  Peiictteton,  8  Cow.  728.  In  that  case,  the  principle  was  established 
by  the  Court  for  the  Correction  of  Errors,  that  when  the  lessor  created 
a  nuisance  in  the  vicinity  of  the  demised  premises,  or  was  guilty  of  acts 
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that  precluded  the  tenant  from  a  beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  premises, 
in  consequence  of  which  the  tenant  abandoned  the  possession  before  the 
rent  became  due,  the  lessor's  action  for  the  recover}'  of  the  rent  was 
barred,  although  the  lessor  had  not  forcibly  turned  the  tenant  out  of 
possession.  Ever  since  that  case,  this  has  been  considered  as  a  settled 
rule  of  law  binding  upon  all  the  courts  of  the  State.  Such  act  of  the 
lessor,  accompanied  by  an  abandonment  of  possession  by  the  lessee, 
is  deemed  a  virtual  expulsion  of  the  tenant,  and,  equally  with  an  actual 
expulsion,  bars  the  recovery  of  rent.  The  reason  of  the  rule  is,  that 
the  tenant  has  been  deprived  of  the  enjoyment  of  the  demised  premises 
"by  the  wrongful  act  of  the  landlord  ;  and  thus  the  consideration  of  his 
agreement  to  pa}-  rent  has  failed.  In  case  of  eviction  from  a  portion 
of  the  premises,  the  law  will  not  apportion  the  rent  in  favor  of  the 
wrong-doer. 

In  this  case,  the  answer  shows  that  the  defendant  continued  to  occupy 
the  premises  for  the  whole  time  for  which  the  rent  demanded  accrued. 
In  this,  the  case  differs  from  Dyett  v.  Pendleton,  supra.  I  cannot  see 
upon  what  principle  the  landlord  should  be  absolutely  barred  from  a 
recover}*  of  rent,  when  his  wrongful  acts  stop  short  of  depriving  the 
tenant  of  the  possession  of  any  portion  of  the  premises.  The  injury 
inflicted  may  be  to  an  amount  much  larger  than  the  whole  rent,  or  it 
may  be  of  a  trifling  character.  In  all  the  cases  where  it  has  been  held 
that  the  rent  was  extinguished  or  suspended,  the  tenant  has  been  de- 
prived, in  whole  or  in  part,  of  the  possession  by  the  wrongful  act  of  the 
landlord,  either  actually  or  constructively.  There  is  no  authority  ex- 
tending the  rule  beyond  this  class  of  cases.  It  would  be  grossly  unjust 
to  permit  a  tenant  to  continue  in  the  possession  of  the  premises,  and 
shield  himself  from  the  payment  of  rent  by  reason  of  the  wrongful  acts 
of  the  landlord  impairing  the  value  of  the  use  of  the  premises  to  a  much 
smaller  amount  than  the  rent.  This  must  be  the  result  of  the  rule 
claimed  by  the  defendant.  The  moment  it  is  conceded  that  the  injury 
must  be  equal  to  the  amount  of  the  rent,  the  rule  is  destroyed.  It 
would  then  only  be  a  recoupment  to  the  extent  of  the  injury.  In 
Ogilvie  v.  Hull,  5  Hill,  52,  Nelson,  C.  J.,  in  giving  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  says :  That  no  general  principle  is  better  settled,  or  more 
uniformly  adhered  to,  than  that  there  must  be  an  entry  and  expulsion 
of  the  tenant  by  the  landlord,  or  some  deliberate  disturbance  of  the  pos- 
session depriving  the  tenant  of  the  beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  demised 
premises,  to  operate  a  suspension  or  extinguishment  of  the  rent.  The 
rule  contended  for  by  the  defendant  is  a  very  different  one,  suspending 
or  extinguishing  the  rent  whenever  the  enjoyment,  in  consequence  of 
the  tortious  acts  of  the  lessor,  becomes  less  beneficial  than  it  otherwise 
would  have  been.  The  true  rule,  from  all  the  authorities  is,  that  while 
the  tenant  remains  in  possession  of  the  entire  premises  demised,  his 
obligation  to  pay  rent  continues. 

The  remaining  question  is  whether  a  counter-claim,  arising  from  the 
facts  contained  in  the  answer,  is  available  to  the  defendant  in  this  action. 
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By  section  149  of  the  Code,  the  defendant  is  permitted  to  include  in  his 
answer  new  matter,  constituting  a  counter-claim.  Section  150  defines 
the  class  of  demands  which  are  embraced  in  section  149,  as  counter- 
claims. A  counter-claim  must  be,  1st,  a  cause  of  action  arising  out  of 
the  contract  or  transaction  set  forth  in  the  complaint  as  the  foundation 
of  the  plaintiffs  claim,  or  connected  with  the  subject  of  the  action  ;  or 
2d,  in  an  action  arising  on  contract,  an}'  other  cause  of  action  arising 
also  on  contract  and  existing  at  the  commencement  of  the  action.  The 
demand  of  the  defendant,  set  out  in  the  answer,  does  not  arise  out  of 
the  contract  set  forth  in  the  complaint.  That  contract  is  for  the  pay- 
ment of  rent,  upon  a  lease  of  the  demised  premises.  The  defendant's 
demands  arise  from  the  wrongful  acts  of  the  plaintiff  in  permitting  water 
to  leak  and  run  into  the  premises,  and  in  causing  or  permitting  it  to  be 
thrown  upon  the  premises  and  property  of  the  defendant.  These  acts 
are  entirely  independent  of  the  contract  of  leasing  upon  which  the  action 
is  brought  The  demands  are  not  connected  with  the  subject  of  the 
action  ;  that  is,  the  rent  agreed  to  be  paid  for  the  use  of  the  premises. 
The  defendant's  demands  are  for  a  series  of  injuries  to  his  property 
deposited  upon  the  premises,  and  for  impairing  the  value  of  the  posses- 
sion. It  would  be  a  very  liberal  construction  to  hold  that  in  an  action 
for  rent,  injuries  from  trespasses  committed  by  the  lessor  upon  the 
demised  premises  might  be  interposed  as  a  counter-claim.  The  acts  of 
the  plaintiff  in  this  case  are  of  a  similar  nature.  They  are  either  acts 
of  trespass  or  negligence,  from  which  the  injuries  to  the  defendant 
accrued.  Such  a  construction  could  onh"  be  supported  by  the  idea,  that 
the  subject  of  the  action  was  the  value  of  the  use  of  the  premises.  But 
when  there  is  an  agreement  as  to  the  amount  of  rent,  that  value  is  im- 
material. Unless  the  acts  of  the  defendant  amount  to  a  breach  of  the 
contract  of  letting,  they  are  not  connected  with  the  subject  of  the  action. 
In  the  case  of  the  Mayor  of  New  York  v.  Mabie,  3  Kern.  151,  it  was 
held  by  this  court  that  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  by  the  lessor  was 
implied  in  a  lease  under  seal,  for  a  term  not  exceeding  three  j'ears, 
since  as  well  as  before  the  Revised  Statutes ;  that  this  covenant  was 
broken  by  an  interference  with  possession  by  the  lessor  under  a  claim  of 
right ;  consequently,  that  damages  sustained  from  such  acts  might  be 
recovered  in  an  action  for  rent.  It  was  remarked  b}"  Denio,  J.,  in  giving 
the  opinion  in  that  case,  that  it  is  not,  however,  every  mere  trespass  by 
the  lessor  upon  the  demised  premises  which  will  amount  to  a  breach  of 
this  covenant ;  although  the  covenantor  cannot  avail  himself  of  the  sub- 
terfuge, that  his  entry  was  unlawful,  and  he  therefore  a  trespasser,  to 
avoid  the  consequences  of  his  own  wrong,  still,  to  support  the  action  of 
covenant,  the  entry  must  be  made  under  an  assumption  of  title.  For 
this,  the  learned  judge  cites  Platt  on  Covenants,  319,  320.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  answer  in  this  case  tending  to  show,  that  any  of  the  acts 
of  the  defendant  were  done  under  any  claim  of  right  whatever.  They 
did  not  therefore  amount  to  a  breach  of  the  contract  created'  by  the 
lease,  and  the  injuries  sustained  by  the  defendant  do  not  therefore  con- 
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stitute  a  counter-claim  connected  with  the  subject  of  the  action.     The 
judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

All  the  judges  concurring,  Judgment  affirmed.1 


LEISHMAN  v.   WHITE. 

SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1861. 
[Reported  1  Allen,  489.] 

CONTRACT.  The  first  count  was  for  use  and  occupation  of  a  tenement 
hired  of  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendants.  The  second  count  was  for  one 
quarter's  rent  of  the  same  tenement.  Another  count  afterwards  filed 
set  forth  a  lease  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants  of  a  hotel  in  Med- 
ford,  near  Spot  Pond,  with  the  lands  adjoining,  and  an  island  in  the 
pond,  for  five  years,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars, 
payable  quarterly.  The  answer,  among  other  defences,  set  forth  an 
eviction  of  the  defendants  by  the  lessor  from  a  portion  of  the  premises. 

At  the  trial  in  the  Superior  Court,  the  defendants  offered  evidence  to 
prove  that  the  plaintiff  had  evicted  the  defendants  from  a  portion  of 
the  premises  ;  but  Vbse,  J.,  ruled  that  such  eviction,  if  proved,  would 
only  bar  the  plaintiffs  claim  pro  tanto,  and  that  he  might  still  recover 
a  proportionate  share  of  the  rent,  according  to  the  ratable  value  of  the 
portion  of  the  premises  from  which  the  defendants  were  not  evicted ; 
and  a  verdict  was  accordingly  returned  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defend- 
ants alleged  exceptions. 

C.  M.  Ellis,  for  the  defendants. 

A.  V.  Lynde,  for  the  plaintiff. 

BIGELOW,  C.  J.  This  action  cannot  be  maintained  if  the  defendant 
proves  that  he  has  been  evicted  from  a  part  of  the  demised  premises  by 
the  plaintiff.  In  such  case,  no  recovery  can  be  had  on  the  covenant  to 
pay  rent,  because  the  defendant  has  been  deprived  of  the  beneficial 
enjoyment  of  a  portion  of  the  estate  by  the  tortious  act  of  the  lessor, 
and  the  covenant,  being  entire,  cannot  be  severed  or  apportioned  so  as 
to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  recover  a  part  of  the  rent  reserved  by  the  lease. 
Shumway  v.  Collins,  6  Gray,  232. 

Nor  can  an  action  for  use  and  occupation  of  the  premises  be  main- 
tained against  the  defendant.  The  lease  is  not  terminated  by  the  unlaw- 
ful eviction  of  the  lessee.  He  still  continues  to  occupy  that  part  of  the 
estate  from  which  he  has  not  been  evicted,  under  and  b}'  virtue  of  the 
demise  under  seal.  No  implied  promise  arises  to  pay  for  such  occupa- 
tion and  enjoyment.  The  case  therefore  stands  thus :  to  the  claim  on 
the  covenant,  the  answer  is  the  eviction ;  to  the  demand  for  use  and 
occupation,  the  answer  is  that  the  defendant  holds  under  his  lease ;  so 
that,  in  neither  aspect  of  the  case,  can  the  plaintiff  maintain  his  action. 
Fuller  v.  Ruby,  10  Gray,  285.  Verdict  set  aside. 

1  See  Bareel  v.  Lawton,  90  N.  Y.  293.     But  see  Alger  v.  Kennedy,  49  Vt.  109. 
VOL.  ii.  —  49 
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McCLURG  v.   PRICE. 

SUPREME  COURT  OP  PENNSYLVANIA.     1868. 

[Reported  59  Pa.  420.] 

BEFORE  THOMPSON,  C.  J.,  AGNEW,  SHARSWOOD,  and  WILLIAMS,  JJ. 
READ,  J.,  absent 

Error  to  the  District  Court  of  Allegheny  county  :  No.  56,  to  October 
and  November  Term  1868. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  commenced  March  26th,  1866,  by 
W.  T.  McClurg  against  Mary  C.  Price  and  William  H.  Sims,  trading  as 
Price  &  Sims. 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  averred  that  the  plaintiff,  on  the 
15th  day  of  April  1866,  leased  to  the  defendants  a  warehouse  for  seven 
and  a  half  months,  at  the  rate  of  81500  per  annum,  payable  quarterly, 
the  first  quarter  to  be  computed  from  April  1st. 

The  second  count  averred,  that  on  the  20th  of  March  the  defendants 
were  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $900,  for  the  use  and  oc- 
cupation of  a  warehouse.  The  declaration  contained  also  the  common 
counts. 

On  the  trial,  before  JIampton,  P.  J.,  the  plaintiff  gave  evidence  of  the 
occupancy  by  the  defendants  of  his  warehouse  and  rested.  The  defend- 
ants then  called  W.  C.  Robertson,  who  testified :  That  a  lease  was 
agreed  upon  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendants  for  the  warehouse  in 
question  at  the  annual  rent  of  81500  per  annum  for  the  whole  building, 
payable  quarterly ;  the  defendants  were  to  get  possession  of  all  but  the 
fourth  and  fifth  stories  on  the  12th  of  May  1866,  and  of  the  fourth  and 
fifth  stories  whenever  they  should  want  them.  There  were  some  old 
iron,  &c.,  on  the  premises  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  which  were  to  remain 
in  the  fourth  and  fifth  stories  till  "  the  defendants  needed  those  rooms." 
The  defendants  did  not  get  possession  of  the  cellar ;  it  was  "  lumbered 
up  "  with  old  iron,  &c.,  belonging  to  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  sold  the 
good-will  as  part  of  the  consideration.  Defendants  had  the  privilege 
of  renting  for  another  year  on  the  same  terms.  John  Brisbin  testified  : 
The  plaintiff  occupied  part  of  the  second  story,  with  ironware  ;  the 
fourth  and  fifth  stories  were  occupied  entirely  by  him.  The  defendants 
frequently  between  Ma}'  and  August  told  the  plaintiff  that  they  wanted 
the  fourth  and  fifth  stories,  and  would  not  pay  rent  unless  they  got 
them ;  plaintiff  passed  off  these  requests  in  a  careless  way,  —  did  not 
say  much,  and  did  not  give  possession  of  those  stories ;  he  was  there 
generally  ever}1  da}*  from  morning  till  evening ;  he  sold  some  of  his 
goods  from  the  store  during  the  time.  The  defendants  abandoned  the 
premises  about  the  last  of  November,  1866,  for  want  of  room. 

The  plaintiff  requested  the  court  to  charge  the  jury :  — 
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"  1.  That  merely  leaving  wares  and  rubbish  in  portions  of  the  leased 
building  would  not  be  an  eviction  in  law  of  the  lessees,  but  they  would 
have  the  right  to  remove  said  goods  at  the  expense  of  the  landlord, 
treating  them  as  they  might  have  done  the  property  of  third  parties. 

**  2.  That  if  the  jury  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  defendants  con- 
tinued in  the  enjoyment  of  the  larger  and  more  valuable  portions  ot  the 
building,  after  their  alleged  demand  for  possession  of  the  fourth  and 
fifth  stories,  such  conduct  is  a  waiver  of  an}-  right  to  treat  such  posses- 
sion by  the  plaintiff  as  an  eviction ;  and  defendants  will  be  liable  for  a 
proper  rent  for  the  premises  actually  enjoyed  by  them." 

The  points  were  answered  in  the  charge,  and  substantially  denied. 

The  defendants  asked  the  court  to  charge :  — 

"  1.  That  the  facts  in  evidence  showed  an  eviction  in  law  before  any 
rent  had  fallen  due. 

"  2.  That  having  made  a  special  contract  for  the  rent  of  the  entire 
building  for  a  3*ear,  plaintiff  cannot  set  that  contract  aside  and  bring 
this  action  for  use  and  occupation,  and  recover  rent  for  that  part  of  the 
building  occupied  by  defendants." 

The  court  affirmed  both  these  points. 

The  court,  after  stating  the  evidence  to  the  jury,  charged :  — 

"  These  facts,  they  contend,  if  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury, 
will  constitute  a  full  and  valid  defence  to  the  plaintiffs  action,  for  the 
following  reasons  :  1.  Because  they  constitute  an  eviction  in  law,  before 
any  rent  had  fallen  due.  But  if  this  position  be  not  sustained,  then,  2- 
That  the  plaintiff  refused,  after  request,  to  deliver  them  the  entire  pos- 
session of  the  demised  premises,  and  as  the  plaintiff  cannot  take  advan- 
tage of  his  own  wrong  in  refusing  to  comply  with  his  contract,  by 
apportioning  the  rent,  the  law  will  not  do  so  for  him.  3.  That  having 
made  a  special  contract  for  the  rent  of  the  entire  building  for  a  year, 
he  cannot  set  that  contract  aside  and  bring  this  action  for  use  and 
occupation,  and  recover  rent  for  that  part  of  the  building  occupied  by 
the  defendants. 

["  If  you  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  contract,  as  testified  to  by 
Mr.  Robertson,  was  entered  into  by  the  parties,  and  that  the  defend- 
ants entered  into  possession  under  the  same ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
repeatedly  requested  by  them  to  give  them  the  possession  of  the  fourth 
and  fifth  stories,  before  any  rent  had  fallen  due ;  that  he  gave  them  no 
definite  answer,  but  put  them  off  from  time  to  time,  without  any  posi- 
tive refusal,  leaving  them  to  infer  that  he  would  do  so ;  and  that  they 
were  finally  compelled,  for  want  of  room  to  carry  on  their  business,  to 
rent  another  house,  and  moved  out  in  the  latter  part  of  Novem- 
ber ;  then  we  instruct  yon,  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover 
in  this  action  for  use  and  occupation  for  the  time  the  defendants  oc- 
cupied a  portion  of  the  building,  and  your  verdict  ought  to  be  for  the 
defendants.] 

"  But  if  there  was  no  such  special  contract,  but  the  defendants 
entered  merely  with  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  then  they  are  liable 
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to  pay  a  fair  rent  for  the  use  of  such  portions  of  the  building  as  they 
occupied." 

The  verdict  was  for  the  defendants.  The  plaintiff  removed  the  case 
to  the  Supreme  Court,  and  assigned  for  error  the  disaffirmance  of  his 
points  and  the  portion  of  the  charge  in  brackets. 

G.  Shiras,  Jr.,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

D.  Reed,  for  defendants  in  error. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered,  January  4th,  1869,  by 

WILLIAMS,  J.  The  plaintiffs  retention  of  a  part  of  the  demised  prem- 
ises, and  his  refusal  to  deliver  possession  thereof  to  the  defendants,  on 
demand,  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  his  verbal  lease,  did  not  con- 
stitute an  eviction  in  law.  It  is  doubtless  true  that  there  ma}-  be  an 
eviction  without  an  actual  physical  expulsion ;  but  there  can  be  no 
eviction,  actual  or  constructive,  without  an  antecedent  possession.  If 
this  case  turned  on  the  question  of  eviction,  the  plaintiff  might  be  en- 
titled to  recover  rent  for  the  portion  of  the  premises  actually  enjoyed  by 
the  defendants.  But  it  does  not  turn  on  this  point.  The  evidence 
shows,  and  the  jury  have  found,  that  the  plaintiff  leased  his  warehouse 
to  the  defendants,  at  an  annual  rent  of  $1500,  payable  quarterly ;  that 
at  the  making  of  the  contract,  he  delivered  to  them  possession  of  the 
three  lower  stories,  and  agreed  to  give  them  possession  of  the  cellar  and 
of  the  fourth  and  fifth  stories,  on  demand ;  that  he  refused  to  deliver 
possession  thereof,  although  repeatedly  requested ;  and  that  the  defend- 
ants were  finally  compelled,  for  want  of  room,  to  abandon  the  premises 
and  to  rent  another  house  for  the  transaction  of  their  business. 

Notwithstanding  the  plaintiffs  deliberate  and  persistent  refusal  to  per- 
form his  contract,  he  claims  the  right  to  recover  compensation  for  the 
use  and  occupation  of  the  portion  of  the  demised  premises  actually  en- 
joyed by  the  defendants,  on  the  ground  that  they  had  the  right  to  treat 
his  goods  as  they  would  those  of  a  stranger,  and  to  remove  them  at  his 
expense.  But  if  the  right  be  conceded,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  de- 
fendants were  bound  to  exercise  it  to  the  exclusion  of  all  other  reme- 
dies which  the  law  gave  them  for  the  redress  of  the  plaintiffs  breach  of 
his  contract,  or  that  their  failure  to  exercise  it  will  prevent  them  from 
setting  up  any  defence  to  his  claim  for  rent  which  the}*  might  otherwise 
make.  But  the  defendants  had  no  right  to  remove  the  plaintiffs  goods. 
The  law  gave  them  no  such  remedy  for  his  refusal  to  perform  his  con- 
tract. The  evidence  not  only  shows  that  his  goods  were  in  the  portion 
of  the  demised  premises  which  he  withheld  from  the  defendants,  but 
that  he  was  in  the  daily  occupancy  thereof  for  the  purpose  of  selling  his 
goods,  and  that  he  made  sales  from  time  to  time,  although  part  of  the 
consideration  of  the  stipulated  rent  was  the  good-will  of  his  business. 
If  the  defendants  had  ejected  the  plaintiff  and  turned  his  goods  into  the 
street,  or  removed  them  elsewhere,  they  would  have  been  guilt}*  of  a 
trespass  for  which  his  breach  of  the  contract  would  have  afforded  them 
no  justification.  Nor  was  their  continuance  "  in  the  enjoyment  of  the 
larger  and  more  valuable  portion  of  the  building,"  after  their  demand 
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for  possession  of  the  residue  and  its  refusal  by  the  plaintiff,  a  waiver  of 
any  of  their  rights  under  the  contract,  or  of  any  defence  the}-  might 
have  to  the  plaintiffs  demand  for  rent,  arising  from  his  breach  of  the 
contract. 

The  jury  have  found  that  when  the  defendants  demanded  possession 
of  the  residue  of  the  demised  premises,  the  plaintiff  gave  them  no  defi- 
nite answer,  but  put  them  off  from  time  to  time,  without  am-  positive 
refusal,  leaving  them  to  infer  that  he  would  comply  with  their  request. 
And  if  the  jury  had  not  so  found,  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  perform  his 
contract,  and  is  answerable  for  all  the  legal  consequences  of  its  breach, 
unless  its  performance  was  actually  waived  by  the  defendants.  Their 
continuance  in  the  possession  of  the  three  lower  stories,  after  the  plain- 
tiff's refusal  to  deliver  possession  of  the  residue  of  the  building,  did  not 
in  itself  amount  to  a  waiver  of  their  right  to  insist  upon  a  strict  per- 
formance of  the  contract.  They  had  the  undoubted  right  to  retain  pos- 
session of  the  three  lower  stories,  and  to  hold  the  plaintiff  responsible 
for  his  failure  to  deliver  possession  of  the  cellar  and  of  the  fourth  and 
fifth  stories,  as  required  by  his  contract.  The  only  question,  then, 
under  the  facts  of  this  case,  is :  Was  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  recover 
an}-  portion  of  the  stipulated  rent  under  the  count  for  use  and  occupa- 
tion ?  He  leased  his  warehouse  to  the  defendants  for  an  entire  consid- 
eration, and  his  contract  must  therefore  be  regarded  as  an  entirety.  If 
the  consideration  is  single,  the  contract  is  entire,  whatever  the  number 
or  variety  of  the  items  embraced  in  its  subject.  The  principle  is  too 
well  settled  to  admit  of  doubt,  and  too  familiar  to  require  the  citation 
of  authorities  in  its  support,  that  for  the  part  performance  of  an  entire 
contract  there  can  be  no  recovery,  unless  complete  performance  has 
been  prevented  or  waived  by  the  party  entitled  to  demand  it. 

If  the  plaintiff  had  performed  his  contract  he  might  have  recovered 
on  the  count  for  use  and  occupation,  under  the  Statute  of  11  Geo.  II.  c. 
19,  which  is  in  force  in  this  State  (Rob.  Dig.  237)  ;  but  having  failed  to 
perform  it,  he  was  not  entitled  to  recover,  either  upon  a  count  on  the 
contract  of  lease,  or  upon  the  statutory  count  for  use  and  occupation. 

The  learned  President  Judge  of  the  District  Court  was  therefore  clearly 
right  in  instructing  the  jury  that,  if  they  found  the  facts  to  be  as  stated 
in  the  charge,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  in  this  action  for 
use  and  occupation  for  the  time  the  defendants  occupied  a  portion  of 
the  building,  and  their  verdict  must  be  for  the  defendants. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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ROTCE  v.   GUGGENHEIM. 
SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1870. 

[Reported  106  Mass.  201.] 

CONTRACT  for  the  rent  from  March  7  to  April  7,  1869,  of  real  estate 
leased  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  for  three  years  from  September 
7,  1868,  by  a  lease,  dated  on  that  day,  which  described  the  demised 
premises  as  "  the  small  wooden  house  and  store,  now  occupied  by  said 
Guggenheim  and  numbered  117  on  Eliot  Street  in  Boston,"  and  con- 
tained no  express  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  landlord. 

At  the  trial  in  the  Superior  Court,  before  Rockwell,  J.,  the  defendant 
relied  on  his  eviction  from  the  premises,  in  defence  against  the  action  ; 
and  the  plaintiff  requested  a  ruling  "  that,  in  order  to  constitute  an 
eviction,  whether  of  a  part,  or  of  the  whole  of  said  premises,  it  must  be 
as  if  closed  up  actual  and  entire,  there  being  evidence  of  some  use  of 
the  alleged  evicted  rooms."  The  judge  declined  so  to  rule ;  but  in- 
structed the  jury  "  that  if  the  plaintiff,  before  the  month  for  which  rent 
was  sought  to  be  recovered,  had  evicted  the  defendant  from  two  or  more 
of  the  rooms,  he  cannot  recover  for  that  month's  rent ;  that  if  the  rooms, 
at  the  time  of  the  lease  and  for  some  time  after,  had  light  and  air  enough 
to  make  them  fit  for  use  as  kitchen  and  sleeping-chamber,  and  were 
thus  used,  and  if,  after  the  erection  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  new  building 
in  the  back  j'ard,  against  the  house,  closing  the  windows  of  those  rooms, 
those  rooms  were  made  entirely  unfit  for  those  purposes,  and  by  reason 
of  that  unfitness  were  abandoned,  and  this  erection  was  not  by  the  license 
or  consent  of  the  defendant,  this  was  an  eviction  so  as  to  effect  a  sus- 
pension of  the  rent,  and  it  was  not  essential  to  such  eviction  that  the 
doors  of  the  rooms  should  have  been  closed  up  by  the  plaintiff  so  as  to 
prevent  the  defendant's  entry  into  the  same."  The  jury  returned  a  ver- 
dict for  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  alleged  exceptions.  The  bill  of 
exceptions  contained  no  statement  of  the  evidence  on  the  question  of 
eviction,  other  than  appears  in  the  above  statement  of  the  instructions 
given  or  requested. 

H.  H.  Mather,  for  the  plaintiff. 

J.  L.  Eldridge,  for  the  defendant. 

GRAY,  J.  The  eviction  of  a  tenant  from  the  demised  premises,  either 
by  the  landlord  or  by  title  paramount,  is  a  bar  to  any  demand  for  rent, 
because  it  deprives  him  of  the  whole  consideration  for  which  rent  was 
to  be  paid.  Gilbert  on  Rents,  145 ;  Morse  v.  Goddard,  13  Met.  177. 
And  his  eviction  by  the  landlord  from  part  of  the  premises  suspends  the 
entire  rent,  because  the  landlord  "  shall  not  so  apportion  his  own  wrong 
as  to  enforce  the  lessee  to  pay  anything  for  the  residue."  Hale,  C.  J., 
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in  Hodgkins  v.  Robson,  1  Ventr.  276,  277  ;  Page  v.  Parr,  Style,  432  ; 
Shumway  v.  Collins,  6  Gray,  227  ;  Leishman  v.  White,  1  Allen,  489. 

To  constitute  an  eviction  which  will  operate  as  a  suspension  of  rent, 
it  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be  an  actual  physical  expulsion  of 
the  tenant  from  any  part  of  the  premises.  An}'  act  of  a  permanent 
character,  done  by  the  landlord,  or  by  his  procurement,  with  the  inten- 
tion and  effect  of  depriving  the  tenant  of  the  enjoyment  of  the  premises 
demised,  or  of  a  part  thereof,  to  which  he  yields  and  abandons  posses- 
sion, may  be  treated  as  an  eviction.  Smith  v.  Raleigh,  3  Camp.  513  ; 
Upton  v.  Townend,  17  C.  B.  30. 

But  no  lawful  act,  done  by  the  landlord  upon  an  adjoining  estate 
owned  by  him,  for  the  purpose  of  improving  that  estate,  and  not  for  the 
purpose  of  depriving  the  tenant  of  the  enjoyment  of  any  part  of  the 
demised  premises,  can  be  deemed  an  eviction.  The  mere  fact  that  by 
an  act  or  default  of  the  landlord,  not  unlawful  in  itself,  nor  accompanied 
with  any  intention  to  affect  the  enjo}'ment  of  the  premises  demised,  they 
have  been  rendered  uninhabitable,  is  not  sufficient.  It  is  now  well 
settled,  both  here  and  in  England,  that  in  a  lease  of  a  building  for  a 
dwelling-house  or  store,  no  covenant  is  implied  that  it  should  be  fit  for 
occupation.  Hart  v.  Windsor,  12  M.  &  .W.  68 :  Dutton  v.  Gerrish, 
9  Cush.  89  ;  Foster  v.  Peyser,  Ib.  242  ;  Welles  v.  Castles,  3  Gray,  323. 
And  the  English  authorities,  ancient  and  modern,  are  conclusive,  that 
even  where  the  landlord  is  bound  b}~  custom  or  express  covenant  to 
repair,  and  b}T  his  failure  to  do  so  the  premises  become  uninhabitable, 
or  unfit  for  the  purposes  for  which  they  were  leased,  the  tenant  has  no 
right  to  quit  the  premises,  or  to  refuse  to  pay  rent  according  to  his  cove- 
nant, but  his  only  remedy  is  by  action  for  damages.  14  Hen.  IV.  27, 
pi.  35  ;  27  Hen.  VI.  10,  pi.  6  ;  Bro.  Ab.  Dette,  18,  72.  Parke,  B.,  in 
12  M.  &  W.  84  ;  Surplice  v.  Farnsworth,  7  Man.  &  Gr.  576  ;  Kramer 
v.  Cook,  7  Gray,  550;  Leaoittv.  Fletcher,  10  Allen,  119,  121. 

In  the  recent  English  case  of  Upton  v.  Townend,  17  C.  B.  30,  after 
elaborate  arguments  upon  the  question,  all  the  judges  substantially 
agreed  upon  the  definition  of  eviction.  Chief  Justice  Jervis  said:  "  I 
think  it  may  now  be  taken  to  mean  this :  not  a  mere  trespass  and 
nothing  more,  but  something  of  a  grave  and  permanent  character,  done 
by  the  landlord  with  the  intention  of  depriving  the  tenant  of  the  enjo}'- 
ment  of  the  demised  premises."  Mr.  Justice  Williams  said  :  "  There 
clearly  are  some  acts  of  interference  by  the  landlord  with  the  tenant's 
enjoyment  of  the  premises,  which  do  not  amount  to  an  eviction,  but 
which  may  be  either  mere  acts  of  trespass,  or  eviction,  according  to  the 
intention  with  which  they  are  done.  If  these  acts  amount  to  a  clear 
indication  of  intention  on  the  landlord's  part  that  the  tenant  shall  no 
longer  continue  to  hold  the  premises,  they  would  constitute  an  eviction." 
Mr.  Justice  Crowder  said :  "  Eviction,  properly  so  called,  is  a  wrongful 
act  of  the  landlord,  which  operates  the  expulsion  or  amotion  of  the 
tenant  from  the  land.  The  question  here  is,  whether  there  has  been 
an  eviction  as  it  is  popularly  called,  a  putting  out  or  depriving  the 
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tenants  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  demise."  And  Mr.  Justice  Willes 
said  :  "  If  the  plaintiff  is  liable  for  what  has  been  done,  does  it  amount 
to  an  eviction?  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  does,  as  being  an  act,  of  a 
permanent  character,  done  by  the  landlord  in  order  to  deprive,  and 
which  had  the  effect  of  depriving,  the  tenant  of  the  use  of  the  thing 
demised,  or  of  a  part  of  it."  The  act  of  the  landlord  which  was  there 
held,  upon  a  statement  authorizing  the  court  to  draw  such  inferences  as 
a  jury  might,  to  amount  to  an  eviction,  was  the  rebuilding  of  the  tene- 
ments upon  .their  destruction  by  fire  (which  the  lessor  had  covenanted 
to  do)  in  such  a  manner  as  permanently  to  alter  the  character  of  the 
demised  premises. 

In  a  still  later  case,  where  the  tenant,  being  desirous  to  underlet,  put 
in  a  man  to  show  the  rooms,  and  posted  in  the  window  a  bill  stating 
that  they  were  to  be  let ;  and  the  landlord,  being  annoyed  by  this  pro- 
ceeding and  by  the  conduct  of  the  man,  turned  him  out  of  the  house  and 
took  down  the  bill,  but  left  the  ke3-s  in  the  rooms  ;  and  the  tenant  did 
not  return,  and  contended  that  he  had  been  evicted,  and  therefore  was 
not  liable  for  the  rent,  —  it  was  ruled  at  nisi  prins,  and  affirmed  b}*  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  upon  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  that  it  was  a  ques- 
tion for  the  junr,  whether  the  act  of  the  landlord  was  done  with  the  inten- 
tion of  evicting  the  tenant,  or  simply  for  the  purpose  of  expelling  the 
man  whom  he  had  put  in  ;  and,  the  verdict  being  for  the  landlord,  the 
court  refused  to  set  it  aside.  Henderson  v.  Mears,  1  Fost.  &  Finl.  636  ; 
s.  c.  28  L.  J.  N.  S.  Q.  B.  305  ;  5  Jur.  N.  S.  709  ;  7  Weekly  Rep.  554. 

It  was  argued  for  the  defendant,  in  the  present  case,  that  even  the 
erection  of  a  building  by  the  landlord  upon  adjoining  land  would  be  an 
eviction,  if  it  stopped  the  tenant's  windows  ;  and  his  counsel  cited  Dyett 
v.  Pendleton,  8  Cowen,  727,  in  which  the  New  York  Court  of  Errors 
held  that  the  creation  of  a  nuisance  by  the  landlord  in  another  tenement 
under  the  same  roof,  by  bringing  lewd  women  into  it,  who  made  a  great 
noise  and  disturbance  there  at  night,  in  consequence  of  which  the  lessee 
and  his  family  left  the  demised  premises,  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury 
under  a  plea  of  eviction.  Upon  that  case,  it  is  to  be  observed,  1st.  The 
act  of  the  landlord  was  an  unlawful  act,  and  not  a  lawful  use  of  his 
other  tenement ;  2d.  The  decision  of  the  Court  of  Errors  was  not  that 
the  facts  in  law  amounted  to  an  eviction,  but  only  that  they  should  have 
been  submitted  to  the  jury  ;  3d.  That  decision  reversed  the  unanimous 
judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court,  as  reported  in  4  Cowen,  581 ;  4th.  It 
has  since  been  considered,  even  in  New  York,  an  extreme  case.  Savage, 
C.  J.,  in  Etheridge  v.  Osborn,  12  Wend.  529,  532.  Nelson,  C.  J.,  in 
Ogilvie  v.  Hull,  5  Hill,  52,  54.  Bronson,  C.  J.,  in  Gilhooley  v.  Wash- 
ington, 4  Comst.  217,  219.  In  Palmer  v.  Wetmore,  2  Sandf.  316,  the 
Superior  Court  of  the  city  of  New  York,  consisting  of  Chief  Justice 
Oakley  and  Justices  Vanderpool  and  Sandford,  adjudged  that  the  mere 
fact  of  the  erection  of  a  building  by  a  landlord  on  his  adjoining  land,  so 
as  to  obstruct  and  darken  the  tenant's  windows,  was  not  an  eviction. 
To  the  same  effect  is  Myers  v.  Gemmel,  10  Barb.  537.  See  also  the 
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learned  opinion  of  Judge  Daly  in  Edgerton  v.  Page,  1  Hilton,  320 ; 
s.  c.  20  N.  Y.  281.  We  cannot,  therefore,  rest  our  judgment  in  the  case 
at  bar  upon  that  of  Dyett  \.  Pendleton.  Nor  is  it  necessary  so  to  do. 

The  lease  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  was  of  a  house  and  shop, 
and  contained  no  express  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  landlord.  By  the 
law  of  this  Commonwealth,  no  easement  of  light  and  air  exists  over 
adjoining  lands  unless  by  express  grant  or  covenant.  Collier  v.  Pierce, 
7  Gra}*,  18  ;  Rogers  v.  Sawin,  10  Gray,  376  ;  JBrooJcsv.  Reynolds,  106 
Mass.  31.  irthe  plaintiff  had  conveyed  away  the  adjoining  estate,  the 
grantee  might  have  built  thereon  so  as  to  stop  up  the  defendant's  win- 
dows, without  affording  the  latter  any  right  of  action  for  damages,  or  of 
suspension  or  abatement  of  his  rent.  And  so  if  the  landlord  himself 
erected  a  building  upon  any  part  of  the  adjoining  estate,  for  the  purpose 
of  improving  that  estate,  it  was  a  lawful  act,  which  violated  no  obliga- 
tion which  he  was  under  to  the  defendant,  and  did  not  constitute  an 
eviction.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  such  an  act  was  done  by  the  landlord 
for  the  purpose  and  with  the  effect  of  making  the  defendant's  tenement 
or  any  room  therein  uninhabitable,  the  defendant  might  perhaps  at  his 
election  treat  it  as  an  eviction,  and  give  up  the  premises  and  refuse  to  pay 
rent.  At  any  rate  he  might  do  so,  if  the  building  was  erected  upon  part 
of  the  curtilage  included  in  his  lease,  closing  the  windows  of  his  dwell- 
ing-house so  as  to  make  a  part  of  it  uninhabitable  ;  because  that  would 
be  the  erection  of  a  permanent  structure  on  part  of  the  demised  premises, 
materialh*  changing  the  character  and  beneficial  enjoj'ment  thereof ;  and 
in  such  case  the  landlord  would  be  responsible  for  the  effect  of  his 
•wrongful  act,  without  further  proof  of  unlawful  intent.  Upton  v. 
Townend,  17  C.  B.  30,  above  cited. 

Applying  these  principles  to  the  bill  of  exceptions,  we  are  of  opinion 
that  the  plaintiff  fails  to  show  that  he  was  aggrieved  by  the  instructions 
given  at  the  trial.  Under  those  instructions,  the  jury  must  have  found 
that  by  the  plaintiff's  erection  of  a  new  building  in  the  back  }'ard  against 
the  house,  without  the  tenant's  consent,  two  of  the  rooms  therein,  pre- 
viously used  as  a  kitchen  and  bedroom,  were  made  untireby  unfit  for 
those  purposes,  and  by  reason  of  that  unfitness  were  abandoned.  The 
bill  of  exceptions  does  not  show  that  the  plaintiff  contended  that  the 
rooms  could  have  been  used  for  any  other  purpose  after  the  erection  of 
the  new  building,  or  that  the  back  yard  was  not  part  of  the  demised 
premises,  or  made  any  question,  or  asked  for  any  ruling,  as  to  the 
intention  with  which  he  erected  that  building. 

Exceptions  overruled.1 

1  See  Sherman  v.  Williams,  113  Mass.  481. 
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DE  WITT  v.  PIERSON. 
SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS,  1873. 

[Reported,  112  Mass.  8.] 

CONTRACT  to  recover  eleven  weeks  rent  for  the  use  and  occupation  of 
A  tenement,  hired  of  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant,  and  b}'  him  actually 
occupied  from  the  second  of  March,  1870,  to  Ma}*  18th,  1870,  at  six 
dollars  a  week. 

At  the  trial  in  the  Superior  Court  before  Scudder,  J.,  there  was  no 
denial  by  the  defendant  that  he  occupied  the  premises  during  all  the 
time  sued  for,  nor  of  the  correctness  of  the  plaintiff's  account,  except 
as  to  the  charge  of  rent  for  the  first  two  weeks  of  the  term,  which  he 
claimed  had  been  paid,  and  which  was  allowed  by  the  jury  in  their  ver- 
dict. For  the  defence,  it  was  shown  that  the  premises,  for  the  use  of 
which  rent  was  claimed,  were  two  rooms  situated  in  a  house  on  Harri- 
son Avenue,  in  the  city  of  Boston ;  that  during  the  entire  portion  of 
the  term  declared  for,  other  rooms  in  the  same  house  directly  beneath 
those  occupied  by  the  defendant  were  leased  by  the  plaintiff  to  one  Mrs. 
Fletcher,  whom  one  of  the  witnesses  for  the  defence,  formerl}-  a  police- 
man, testified  was  a  person  of  notoriously  bad  character ;  that  this 
woman  introduced  into  the  apartments  hired  by  her  two  other  women 
as  lodgers,  whom  the  same  witness  testified  were  notoriously  of  lewd 
character.  One  of  the  witnesses  for  the  defence  thought  the  apartments 
let  to  this  person  were  used  for  the  purpose  of  prostitution,  and  he  tes- 
tified that,  on  two  occasions,  drunken  men  were  seen  in  their  rooms ; 
that  the  policeman  on  duty  in  that  section  of  the  cit}',  on  several 
occasions,  drove  away  a  crowd  of  boys  who  were  attracted  to  the  spot 
by  the  noise  and  riot  proceeding  from  the  rooms  occupied  \>y  these 
women ;  and  the  defendant  testified  that  the  disturbance  caused  by 
the  singing  of  bawdy  songs,  and  the  loud  talking  of  the  women  and 
their  visitors,  and  the  frequent  ringing  of  the  door-bell,  were  a  constant 
source  of  anno3-ance  to  the  family  of  the  defendant,  which  consisted 
of  himself  and  his  wife  ;  that  notice  of  the  fact  that  the  defendant  was 
annoyed  and  disturbed  by  these  things,  and  of  the  character  of  the 
house  and  of  these  women,  was  given  on  three  several  occasions  dur- 
ing the  term,  to  the  plaintiff's  agent,  who  promised  to  attend  to  it ;  that 
the  defendant,  whenever  asked  to  pay  his  rent,  refused  to  do  so,  unless 
these  women  were  removed  from  the  house  ;  that  the  plaintiff  took  no 
notice  of  the  request  of  the  defendant,  except  to  promise  by  his  agent 
to  get  the  women  out,  if  it  could  be  proved  to  him  that  they  were  of 
bad  character,  which  the  defendant  undertook  to  do,  if  the  agent  would 
call  at  the  house  any  evening,  and  named  an  evening ;  but  the  agent 
replied  he  had  other  business  to  attend  to.  No  other  notice  than  that 
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above  mentioned  was  given  to  the  plaintiff  of  these  facts,  but  the  police- 
man testified  he  made  four  attempts  to  find  the  plaintiff  to  inform  htm 
of  the  character  of  the  house,  and  left  word  with  a  brother  of  the  plain- 
tiff that  he  wished  to  see  the  plaintiff  in  regard  to  it.  The  plaintiff  tes- 
tified he  never  received  the  message.  Notice  to  quit  was  served  by  the 
plaintiff  on  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant  left  the  premises  two  or 
three  days  before  the  notice  expired,  having,  as  he  alleged,  used  all  due 
diligence  from  the  time  he  first  discovered  the  character  of  the  other 
occupants,  to  procure  other  suitable  lodgings.  It  was  in  evidence  that 
the  business  of  the  plaintiff  in  matters  pertaining  to  his  real  estate  was 
conducted  by  an  agent. 

The  presiding  judge  ruled  that  the  above  facts,  though  proved,  con- 
stituted no  defence  to  the  action.  The  jur}*  returned  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  alleged  exceptions. 

J.  Willard  and  C.  H.  Hurd,  for  the  defendant 

C.  H.  Drew,  for  the  plaintiff. 

EXDICOTT,  J.  It  is  well  settled  in  this  Commonwealth,  that  to  consti- 
tute an  eviction  there  must  be  either  a  physical  ouster  of  the  tenant  by 
the  landlord,  or  some  act  done  by  him  on  the  premises  with  the  intent 
of  depriving  the  tenant  of  the  enjoyment  and  occupation  of  the  whole 
or  part  of  the  same  to  which  the  tenant  yields  the  possession  within  a 
reasonable  time,  and  in  either  case  the  rent  is  suspended.  Royce  v. 
Guggenheim,  106  Mass.  201.  There  was  no  physical  ouster  in  this 
case.  The  only  question  is  whether  the  evidence  offered  shows  such 
acts  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  as  will  constitute  an 
eviction  under  the  above  definition.  It  does  not  appear  on  the  evidence 
that  the  plaintiff  let  the  rooms,  the  use  of  which  is  complained  of,  with 
the  intent  to  disturb  the  defendant  in  his  use  and  occupation.  On  the 
contrar}*,  the  rooms  were  so  occupied  when  the  defendant's  term  began. 
Nor  does  it  appear  that  the  plaintiff  at  that  time  had  any  knowledge  of 
the  alleged  use  made  of  the  rooms,  nor  that  any  proof  of  such  use  was 
at  any  time  given  him.  Even  if  an  intent  to  evict  ma}*  be  presumed,  as 
argued  by  the  defendant,  from  the  neglect  of  the  agent  to  ascertain 
the  facts,  when  notice  was  given  him,  it  does  not  appear  when  the 
notice  was  given,  except  that  it  was  on  three  several  occasions  during 
the  term,  which  was  of  eleven  weeks'  duration.  The  evidence  also 
fails  to  show  that  the  defendant  was  in  fact  deprived  of  the  use  and 
occupation  of  his  demised  premises ;  he  continued  in  actual  use  and 
occupation  of  the  whole,  during  the  eleven  weeks,  and  at  last  yielded  to 
a  notice  to  quit  for  non-payment  of  rent. .  No  evidence  was  offered  that 
would  justify  the  jury  in  finding  that  an}*  act  was  done  by  the  plaintiff 
with  the  intent  and  effect  of  depriving  the  defendant  of  the  use  and 
occupation  of  the  whole  or  part  of  the  demised  premises. 

The  case  of  Dyett  v.  Pendleton,  8  Cow.  727,  is  relied  upon  by  the 
defendant.  That  has  been  called  an  extreme  case ;  it  has  been  modi- 
fied, if  not  overruled,  b}*  later  decisions  in  New  York ;  and  this  court 
declined  to  rest  its  judgment  upon  it  in  Royce  v.  Guggenheim.  But 
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that  case  was  decided  upon  a  ver}r  different  state  of  facts,  and  contained 
mam'  elements,  necessary  to  constitute  an  eviction,  which  are  wanting 
in  the  case  at  bar.  The  defendant  there,  under  a  lease  for  years,  had 
been  in  more  than  a  year,  when  the  plaintiff,  who  occupied  adjoining 
rooms  under  the  same  roof,  himself  created  the  disturbances  and  nuis- 
ances complained  of,  and  the  defendant  within  a  month  abandoned  his 
tenement.  The  intent  to  evict,  and  actual  abandonment,  might  well 
have  been  found  ;  but  to  hold  there  was  an  eviction  here,  would  be  to  go 
far  beyond  that  decision. 

There  having  been  no  eviction  from  the  premises,  but  the  defendant 
remaining  in  full  occupation,  we  do  not  think  there  was  an}-  question 
for  the  jury,  as  to  the  beneficial  value  of  the  premises  to  the  defendant ; 
and  it  was  immaterial  whether  he  had  used  due  diligence  in  endeavor- 
ing to  obtain  other  lodgings.  The  cases  cited  by  the  defendant  do  not 
sustain  this  position.  In  one,  the  tenant  was  excluded  from  the  occu- 
pation of  a  portion  of  his  demised  premises ;  in  the  other,  access  to 
the  demised  premises  was  closed,  and  the  occupation  thereby  limited. 
Cowie  v.  Goodwin,  9  C.  &  P.  378.  Boston  &  Worcester  Railroad 
v.  Ripley,  13  Allen,  421. 

The  doctrine  of  the  recoupment  of  damages,  as  established  in  this 
Commonwealth,  does  not  apply  to  this  case. 

Exceptions  overruled.1 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS  OF  MARYLAND.     1875. 

[Reported  42  Md.  236.] 

APPEAL  from  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 

The  appellees  sued  the  appellant  in  the  Circuit  Court  for  Baltimore 
county,  to  recover  the  sum  of  6 1,000,  as  the  consideration  for  the  privi- 
lege given  to  him  of  purchasing  a  certain  distillery  and  premises,  within 
a  time  specified ;  and  also  the  sum  of  $125  per  month  rent  for  the  same 
property.  The  case,  on  the  suggestion  and  affidavit  of  the  defendant, 
was  removed  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  where  his  pleas  were 
filed. 

First  Exception.  The  plaintiffs  to  maintain  the  issue  on  their  part 
offered  in  evidence  a  lease  dated  the  15th  of  February,  1871,  whereby 
they  leased  to  the  defendant  the  distillery  and  premises  described  in  a 
deed  particularly  referred  to,  for  the  term  of  one  year,  beginning  on 
the  day  of  the  date  of  the  lease  and  ending  on  the  14th  of  February, 
1872,  at  the  rent  of  8125  per  month,  payable  monthly  on  the  first  day  of 
each  month.  It  was  agreed  and  understood  that  all  repairs  and  im- 
provement* which  the  lessee  might  require,  he  should  do  at  his  own 

J  See  accord.  Qilhooky  v.  Washington,  4  Comst.  217. 
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expense,  and  that  all  repairs,  improvements  and  fixtures  and  machinery 
which  he  should  introduce  into  or  put  upon  the  distillery  or  premises 
should  revert  to,  and  become  the  property  of,  the  lessors  upon  the  termi- 
nation of  the  lease,  without  cost  to  them. 

The  plaintiffs  then  proved  by  Charles  G.  Heim  that  the  defendant 
entered  into  possession  of  the  leased  premises  and  remained  in  pos- 
session during  the  year  mentioned  in  the  lease,  and  had  paid  no  rent 
therefor.  The}'  also  offered  in  evidence  an  agreement  between  them- 
selves and  the  defendant,  dated  the  loth  of  February,  1871,  the  execu- 
tion of  which  was  admitted,  whereby  the  plaintiffs  agreed  that  the 
defendant  might  during  the  year  for  which  the  property  was  leased, 
and  not  afterwards,  purchase  the  same  for  $5,000,  provided  the  title 
was  satisfactory ;  and  the  defendant  agreed  and  bound  himself  to  pay 
to  the  plaintiffs  for  the  privilege,  the  sum  of  $1,000,  at  the  expiration 
of  the  year,  if  he  did  not  purchase  the  property  for  the  sum  of  $5,000. 
If,  however,  he  should  complete  the  purchase  within  the  year,  then  the 
81,000  was  to  be  considered  as  included  in  the  said  purchase-money  of 
$5,000,  and  should  not  be  required  of  him.  Jt  was  also  agreed,  that  if 
the  defendant  should  complete  the  purchase,  the  rent  should  cease  'from 
the  day  when  the  sale  should  be  completed,  and  the  purchase- money 
fully  settled. 

The  plaintiffs  further  proved  by  the  witness  Heim  that  the  $1,000 
mentioned  in  the  agreement  had  not  been  paid.  On  cross-examination 
this  witness  proved  that  the  plaintiffs  received  $5,000  from  Mr.  John  W. 
Garrett  for  the  property  mentioned  in  the  lease.  On  re-examination 
the  witness  proved  that  the  money  was  paid  on  or  about  the  1st  of 
March,  1873.  The  plaintiffs  then  offered  in  evidence  an  agreement 
dated  the  16th  of  January,  1873,  signed  by  themselves,  certifying  that 
they  had  sold  the  property  to  the  defendant  for  $5,000,  provided' he 
paid  the  sum  of  $2,000  on  or  before  the  1st  of  March.  1873,  and  gave 
satisfactory  security  for  the  balance.  There  was  an  indorsement  on 
this  paper  extending  the  time  of  payment  to  the  7th  of  March,  1873. 

The  defendant  then  to  maintain  the  issue  on  his  part,  offered  in  evi- 
dence an  agreement  made  on  the  16th  of  January,  1873,  to  sell  to  the 
defendant  the  distiller}-  property,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  did  not  waive 
any  right  to  the  amount  of  rent  and  privilege  claimed  by  them  to  be 
due  by  the  defendant  under  a  prior  agreement.  The  defendant  then 
proved  by  himself  that  he  sold  the  distillery  property  to  Mr.  Garrett  for 
$5,000,  but  did  not  receive  the  money,  it  was  paid  to  the  plaintiffs ;  he 
then  offered  to  prove  also  by  himself,  subject  to  exception,  that  after 
the  time  named  in  the  agreement,  which  gave  him  the  privilege  of  pur- 
chasing the  property,  had  expired,  he  went  to  see  the  plaintiffs  and 
they  agreed  to  extend  the  time  for  the  purchase  of  the  property  by  the 
•witness,  — they  were  anxious  to  sell  the  property,  — and  on  the  last  of 
July,  1873,  they  told  him  the}*  would  sell  the  property  to  him  under  the 
agreement.  The  plaintiffs  objected  to  this  evidence,  and  the  court 
(Garey,  J.)  sustained  the  objection  ;  the  defendant  excepted. 
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Second  Exception.  The  defendant  tben  offered  to  prove  by  him- 
self that  at  the  time  when  the  lease  offered  in  evidence  in  this  cause  was 
executed,  the  distillery  therein  mentioned  was  not  in  running  order ;  that 
he  promised  to  repair  it,  and  spent  two  or  three  thousand  dollars  in  the 
repairing  thereof;  that  after  such  repairs  were  made  he  was  ready  to 
run  the  distillery  —  the  plaintiffs  refused  to  sign  the  consent  as  owners 
of  the  fee  which  is  required  by  the  Internal  Revenue  Laws  of  the  United 
States,  before  the  defendant  could  procure  the  necessary  papers  to  run 
the  same  as  a  distillery,  and  in  consequence  of  such  refusal  he  was  pre- 
vented from  running  the  same  as  a  distiller}',  and  the  property  there- 
fore continued  idle ;  that  the  defendant  several  times  applied  to  the 
plaintiffs  to  sign  such  consent,  but  the}-  refused  so  to  do. 

And  also  offered  to  prove  b}'  Robert  G.  King,  that  he  is  one  of  the 
Assistant  Assessors  of  Internal  Revenue  for  the  District,  in  which  is 
situated  the  distillery,  formerly  occupied  by  the  defendant;  that  some- 
time in  the  year  1871  or  1872,  the  defendant  applied  to  the  assessor  to 
furnish  him  with  such  papers  as  were  required  b}-  law,  to  allow  him  to 
run  the  aforesaid  distilleiy  ;  that  among  such  papers,  was  one,  by  which 
Jeremiah  Nieodemus  and  others,  the  owners  of  the  fee,  were  required  to 
give  their  consent  to  the  use  of  the  property  for  distilling  purposes, 
which  was  never  executed  by  them,  and  thereupon  the  necessary  papers 
were  never  delivered  to  the  defendant. 

To  the  evidence  so  offered  by  the  defendant,  the  plaintiffs  objected, 
and  the  court  sustained  the  objection.  The  defendant  thereupon 
excepted. 

Third  Exception.     The  plaintiffs  offered  the  following  prayers  :  — 

1.  If  the  jury  shall  find  the  execution  by  the  plaintiffs  and  defendant 
of  the  lease,  dated  loth  of  February,  1871,  offered  in  evidence,  and 
that  the  defendant  entered  into  possession  under  the  same,  and  that  no 
part  of  the  rent  mentioned  in  said  lease  has  been  paid,  then  the  plain- 
tiffs are  entitled  to  recover  the  rent  therein  stipulated,  together  with  in- 
terest upon  each  sum  of  Si  25,  from  the  time  when  it  was  payable. 

2.  If  the  jury  find  the  execution  by  the  plaintiffs  and  defendant  of  the 
agreement,  dated  the  15th  of  February,  1871,  and  that  the  defendant 
did  not  purchase  the  property  therein  mentioned  at  an}*  time  during  the 
period  of  one  j'ear  thereafter,  and  that  he  has  not  paid  the  sum  of  one 
thousand  dollars,  then  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover  the  said  sum 
of  SI, 000,  together  with  interest  thereon  from  the  16th  of  February, 
1872. 

The  defendant  offered  six  prayers,  which  need  not  be  reported.  The 
court  granted  the  pra}'ers  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  refused  those  of  the  de- 
fendant. To  this  ruling  of  the  court  the  defendant  excepted,  and  the 
verdict  and  judgment  being  for  the  plaintiffs,  he  appealed. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  BARTOL,  C.  J.,  STEWART,  GRASON, 
MILLER,  and  ALVEY,  JJ. 

Fred.  C.  Cook  and  Samuel  Snowden,  for  the  appellant 

D.  S.  Briscoe  and  William  A.  Fisher^  for  the  appellees. 
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STEWART,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

There  are  two  agreements  between  the  parties  involved  in  the  case. 
The  one  being  the  lease  of  the  distillery  and  premises,  at  a  specified 
rent ;  and  the  other,  in  regard  to  the  offer  to  sell  the  same  property, 
under  which  plaintiffs  claim  one  thousand  dollars  for  the  privilege  given 
to  defendant  to  purchase  the  property  within  twelve  months. 

Three  exceptions  were  taken  b}*  the  defendant  to  the  rulings  of  the 
court.  The  first  and  second  of  which  raise  questions  as  to  the  admis- 
sibility  of  testimony,  and  the  third  excepting  to  the  granting  of 
plaintiffs'  two  prayers ;  and  the  rejection  of  the  six  prayers  of  the 
defendant. 

The  contract  between  the  parties  in  regard  to  the  claim  of  the  plain- 
tiffs of  one  thousand  dollars,  is  a  distinct  agreement  for  the  payment  of 
that  sum,  for  the  privilege  of  purchasing  the  property ;  and  involves  no 
question  of  penalty  or  liquidated  damages  for  its  non-performance. 

It  is  not  a  bargain  and  sale  of  the  property  at  $5,000,  but  a  proposi- 
tion and  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  to  sell  it  to  the  defend- 
ant at  that  price  with  the  privilege  to  him  to  make  the  purchase  or  not, 
as  he  may  determine  within  the  year. 

For  this  option,  which  was  a  valuable  privilege,  he  agrees  to  pay  the 
61,000  in  the  event  of  his  declining  to  make  the  purchase. 

The  defendant  acquired  the  right  under  the  contract,  to  purchase  the 
property  for  the  proposed  price. 

The  plaintiffs  had  obligated  themselves  to  sell  at  that  price  ;  but  the 
defendant  was  under  no  obligation  to  buy.  He  merely  bound  himself 
to  pay  the  $1,000  for  the  privilege  of  buying,  and  in  case  he  did  not 
buy.  It  was  entirely  optional  with  the  defendant  to  purchase  the  prop- 
erty or  let  it  alone ;  whilst  the  plaintiffs  had  abandoned  the  right  to 
make  sale  to  any  one  else  during  the  year. 

That  was  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the  defendant's  obligation. 
This  we  understand,  to  be  the  nature  of  the  contract  between  the  parties 
as  to  this  particular.  There  is  no  ground  for  the  theor}T,  that  the  con- 
tract imported  a  bargain  and  sale  of  the  property,  obligatory  as  such 
upon  the  parties ;  and  that  the  thousand  dollars  was  provided  as  the 
penalty  for  its  enforcement  upon  the  defendant. 

Such  construction  would  make  a  different  contract  for  the  parties, 
from  what  the}'  have  stipulated. 

We  find  no  error  in  the  exclusion  of  the  parol  proof,  offered  by  the 
defendant  in  his  first  exception. 

Such  testimon}'  was  clearly  inadmissible,  in  the  face  of  the  written 
agreements  of  16th  January  and  25th  February,  1873,  introduced  as 
evidence  by  the  defendant  himself. 

In  the  absence  of  these  agreements,  whether  the  proposed  testimony 
might  be  adduced  to  prove  waiver,  or  extension  of  the  time,  for  per- 
formance of  the  original  agreement,  notwithstanding  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  requiring  the  contract  as  to  the  sale  of  lands  to  be  in  writing ; 
or  the  rule  of  the  common  law  disallowing  parol  testimony,  to  contra' 
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diet,  add  to,  or  vary  the  terms  of  the  written  contract,  it  is  unnecessary 
to  decide. 

There  was  error  in  the  refusal  of  the  testimony  offered  by  the  defend- 
ant in  the  second  exception. 

The  plaintiffs  had  rented  to  the  defendant  the  distillery  and  premises 
for  one  year,  at  $125  per  mouth. 

According  to  the  terms  and  provisions  of  the  lease  between  the 
parties,  the  property  was  rented  to  be  used  and  emplo3Ted  by  the  de- 
fendant as  a  distiller}' ;  the  defendant  was  to  repair  and  improve  the 
property,  as  he  might  desire  at  his  own  expense,  but  all  such  improve- 
ments, fixtures,  and  machinery  put  upon  the  distillery  or  premises  rented, 
to  become  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs  at  the  termination  of  the  lease, 
without  cost  to  them. 

The  distillery  could  not  be  run  and  conducted  by  the  defendant  ex- 
cept in  compliance  with  the  Revenue  Laws  of  the  United  States,  appli- 
cable thereto. 

This  the  parties  must  be  presumed  to  have  known.  The  plaintiffs, 
having  made  the  lease  to  the  defendant  for  such  purpose,  must  be  con- 
sidered as  having  entered  into  such  contract  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  the  laws  regulating  that  pursuit ;  and  the  contract  between  the 
parties  is  affected  thereby. 

Under  the  Internal  Revenue  Acts  of  Congress  (see  Revised  Statutes, 
title  35,  §  3262),  the  bond  of  the  defendant  as  a  distiller,  renting  and 
not  owning  the  property  in  fee,  was  not  authorized  to  be  approved,  and 
he  could  not  lawfully  carry  on  the  distillery,  unless  he  filed  with  the 
collector  the  written  consent  of  the  plaintiffs  as  the  owners  of  the  property 
in  fee. 

The  plaintiffs  having  rented  their  property  for  such  purpose,  if  they 
refused  to  give  their  consent  in  writing  to  the  defendant,  as  required  by 
the  law,  preliminary  to  the  use  of  the  distillery,  it  would  be  unjust  to- 
wards the  defendant  for  them  to  undertake  to  exact  rent  for  the  prem- 
ises, if  they  had  failed  to  suppty  him  with  the  necessary  legal  muniment 
to  enable  him  to  carry  on  the  business. 

It  is  not  to  be  intended  that  they  designed  that  the  defendant  should 
make  use  of  the  distillery  in  violation  of  the  law.  The  default  of  the 
plaintiffs  in  that  particular  would  amount  to  "  constructive  eviction," 
to  all  intents  and  purposes,  so  far  as  the  legitimate  employment  of  the 
property  is  concerned.  Taylor's  Landlord  and  Tenant,  §  380. 

The  obligation  of  the  plaintiffs  to  give  their  consent  as  demanded  by 
the  law,  must  be  implied  as  a  necessary  incident  to  the  lease  in  ques- 
tion, as  fully  as  if  there  had  been  a  positive  stipulation  to  that 
effect. 

Although  there  was  no  express  covenant  for  the  legal  emplo}'ment  of 
the  property  leased,  as  a  distillery,  it  is  a  necessary  implication  from 
the  circumstances  and  nature  of  the  lease. 

The  payment  of  the  rent  is  to  be  taken  as  the  equivalent  and  con- 
sideration for  the  beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  premises  as  a  distillery,  so 
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far  as  such  consent  could  contribute  to  that  result ;  and  the  lessors  had 
no  right  to  withhold  it,  and  yet  expect  to  be  paid  the  stipulated  rent ; 
such  act  on  their  part  was  indispensable  to  the  consummation  of  the 
lease  between  the  parties. 

They  were  as  much  bound,  as  the  owners  of  the  fee  of  the  property, 
to  give  their  written  consent,  as  to  allow  the  tenant  to  take  possession 
of  the  distillery  and  premises,  which,  although  not  mentioned,  was  an 
implied  covenant  affecting  the  lease. 

This  contract,  like  any  other,  must  be  expounded  to  give  effect  to  the 
intention  of  the  parties,  according  to  the  reasonable  import  of  the  terms 
of  the  instrument,  the  circumstances  affecting  it,  the  character  of  the 
property,  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  leased,  and  the  employment  to 
which  it  was  to  be  devoted. 

The  mutual  obligations  of  the  parties  growing  out  of  the  contract, 
must  be  understood  and  deiined  with  reference  to  all  these  con- 
siderations. 

Where  there  are  no  express  stipulations  upon  the  subject,  such  facts 
furnish  sufficient  evidence,  from  which  the  agreement  ma}'  be  inferred 
between  the  parties,  quite  as  controlling  as  positive  stipulations. 

Without  the  written  consent  of  the  lessors  the  lease  of  the  property 
as  a  distillery  would  be  a  nugatory  and  incomplete  act.  See  Taylor's 
Landlord  and  Tenant,  §§  244-245-247-252. 

The  lessors  having  instituted  the  action  for  the  recover}-  of  the  rent, 
the  tenant  has  the  right  to  recoup  damages  for  any  breach  or  non-per- 
formance of  duty  on  their  part,  to  the  extent  of  the  rent.  Taylor's 
Landlord  and  Tenant,  §§  317-374-378. 

Such  being  the  view  we  take  of  the  contract  between  the  parties,  and 
the  rulings  of  the  court  below,  in  the  first  and  second  exceptions,  there 
was  error  in  the  third  exception,  in  the  granting  of  the  plaintiffs'  first 
prayer,  but  their  second  prayer  was  property  granted,  and  the  defend- 
ant's prayers  refused. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  new  trial  ordered. 

(Decided  14th  April,  1875.) 

A  motion  for  a  rehearing  of  the  foregoing  case  was  made  by  the  ap- 
pellees on  the  23d  of  April,  1875.  This  motion  the  court  overruled, 
and  at  the  same  time  filed  the  following  opinion :  — 

BARTOL,  C.  J.  The  motion  for  a  rehearing  of  this  cause  having 
been  considered,  it  is  hereby  ordered  that  the  same  be  overruled. 

Upon  a  careful  examination  of  the  Acts  of  Congress  to  which  we 
have  been  referred,  we  find  no  error  in  the  opinion  heretofore  filed. 
The  general  expression  therein,  that  the  appellant  "  could  not  lawfully 
carry  on  the  distillery,  unless  he  filed  with  the  collector  the  written  con- 
sent of  the  plaintiffs  as  the  owners  of  the  property  in  fee,  &c.,"  is  sub- 
stantially correct ;  for  though  the  Act  provides  a  mode  b}-  which  the 
distillery  might  have  been  carried  on,  without  the  written  consent  of 
VOL.  ii.  —  50 
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the  appellees,  yet  this  provision  did  not  secure  to  him  an  absolute  right 
which  he  could  have  exercised  ;  but  it  was  made  entirely  dependent 
upon  the  will  and  discretion  of  the  Commissioner. 

Motion  overruled. 
(Decided  24th  June,  1875.) 
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SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.     1878. 

[Reported  125  Mass.  157.] 

CONTRACT  for  rent  due  under  a  written  lease  made  by  Heyer  Brothers 
to  the  defendant  for  the  term  of  five  }-ears  from  April  1,  1874,  and.  by 
Heyer  Brothers  assigned  to  the  plaintiff. 

At  the  trial  in  the  Superior  Court,  before  Allen,  J.,  it  appeared  in 
evidence  that  the  premises  described  in  the  lease  of  Heyer  Brothers 
to  the  defendant  constituted  a  part  of  the  samo  premises  which  Heyer 
Brothers  held  under  and  by  virtue  of  a  lease  to  them  for  a  term  of  ten 
years  from  April  1,  1874,  made  by  the  plaintiff,  who  was  the  owner  of 
the  premises;  that  on  February  7,  1877,  when  the  plaintiff  received  the 
assignment  from  Heyer  Brothers  of  their  lease  to  the  defendant,  he 
executed  upon  the  back  of  the  original  lease  from  himself  to  Heyer 
Brothers  the  following  instrument:  "  Boston,  February  7,  1877.  The 
within-named  lessor,  in  consideration  of  the  assignment  to  him  of  cer- 
tain underleases  made  by  the  within-named  lessees  of  parts  of  the 
premises  demised  in  the  within  lease,  and  of  one  dollar  to  him  paid  by 
the  within-named  lessees,  doth  hereby  release  and  forever  discharge  the 
said  lessees,  their  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  of  and  from  all 
claims,  demands,  and  causes  of  action  of  and  concerning  the  within 
lease,  and  especially  all  claims  by  him  for  rent  thereunder ;  and  said 
lessees  do  hereb}*  surrender  and  yield  up  the  said  lease  and  the  prem- 
ises within  described  to  said  lessor,  and  such  surrender  is  hereby 
accepted  by  him,  but  without  prejudice  to  the  leases  of  parts  of  the 
premises  assigned  to  him  as  above  mentioned."  It  further  appeared 
that  the  terms  of  this  instrument  were  carried  out,  and  that  Heyer 
Brothers  ceased  to  occupy  the  premises. 

The  defendant  offered  to  show  that  it  had  not  been  in  the  occupation 
of  the  premises  since  February  7.  This  evidence  was  objected  to  as 
being  immaterial,  and  was  excluded. 

The  defendant  contended  and  asked  the  judge  to  rule  that  if,  by  the 
arrangement  entered  into  between  the  plaintiff  and  Heyer  Brothers,  the 
original  lease  was  on  February  7, 1877,  given  up,  discharged  or  vacated, 
and  the  tenancy  of  He3-er  Brothers  thereupon  ceased,  and  the  plaintiff 
resumed  control  of  the  premises,  and  Heyer  Brothers  at  the  same  time 
assigned  and  transferred  to  the  plaintiff  the  underlease  before  then  held 
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by  the  defendant  from  them  ;  and  if  the  defendant,  when  informed  of 
this,  ceased  to  have  anything  further  to  do  with  the  premises,  and 
refused  to  recognize  as  longer  subsisting  or  continuing  in  force  the 
underlease  given  to  them  by  Heyer  Brothers,  or  to  become  liable  to  the 
plaintiff  as  assignee  thereof  in  any  way,  the  plaintiff  could  not  maintain 
his  action. 

The  judge  refused  so  to  rule,  but  ruled  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  recover ;  and  directed  the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  defendant  alleged  exceptions. 

F.  A.  Brooks  and  A.  S.  Hall,  for  the  defendant 

E.  W.  Hutchins,  for  the  plaintiff. 

ENDICOTT,  J.  The  plaintiff,  being  the  owner  of  the  estate,  leased  the 
same  for  the  term  of  ten  years  to  Heyer  Brothers ;  and  they,  on  the 
same  da}',  leased  a  part  of  the  premises  to  the  defendant  for  a  term  of 
five  years.  It  is  to  be  inferred  from  the  subsequent  agreement  between 
the  plaintiff  and  Heyer  Brothers  that  other  underleases  were  made. 
Before  the  expiration  of  the  underlease  to  the  defendant,  Heyer  Broth- 
ers assigned  it  to  the  plaintiff;  who  at  the  same  time  indorsed  on  the 
original  lease  to  Heyer  Brothers  an  agreement  releasing  them  from  rent 
and  accepting  the  surrender  of  their  lease  and  the  premises,  "  but  with- 
out prejudice  to  the  leases  of  parts  of  the  premises  assigned  to  him." 
This  agreement  was  made  in  consideration  of  the  assignment  to  the 
plaintiff  of  the  underleases  by  He}-er  Brothers. 

The  intention  of  the  parties  is  plain.  Heyer  Brothers  having  made 
underleases  of  parts  of  the  premises  which  the  plaintiff  was  willing  to 
take,  and  desiring  also  to  surrender  the  reversion  in  these  leases  to  the 
plaintiff,  which  he  was  willing  to  accept,  the  underleases  were  assigned, 
including  the  defendant's,  and  the  surrender  of  the  original  lease  ac- 
cepted without  prejudice  to  the  underleases.  They  evidently  did  not 
intend  that  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  under  the  assignment,  or  the 
estates  of  the  sub-lessees,  should  be  destroyed  by  the  surrender,  for  the 
language  of  the  acceptance  carefully  provides  for  both.  The  purpose 
was  to  put  the  plaintiff  precisely  in  the  position  of  Heyer  Brothers. 
This  intention,  as  expressed  in  the  papers  they  have  executed,  will  be 
carried  out,  if  consistent  with  the  rules  of  law,  and  we  are  of  opinion 
that  it  is. 

The  plaintiff  brings  this  action,  as  assignee  of  the  lease,  to  recover 
upon  the  defendant's  covenant  to  pay  rent ;  and  it  is  well  settled  that 
when  a  lease  is  assigned  without  the  reversion,  the  privity  of  contract 
is  transferred,  and  the  assignee  may  sue  in  his  own  name  for  the  rent 
accruing  after  the  assignment.  Kendall  v.  Carland,  5  Cush.  74  ;  Hunt 
v.  Thompson,  2  Allen,  341.  The  only  objection  suggested  to  the 
plaintiff's  right  to  recover  is  the  surrender  of  the  lease  of  Heyer  Broth- 
ers to  the  plaintiff;  and  the  claim  is,  that  the  rent  due  from  the  de- 
fendant is  an  incident  of  the  reversion  in  Heyer  Brothers,  and,  the 
reversion  having  been  extinguished  by  the  surrender,  all  remedies  inci- 
dent to  it  are  taken  away.  But  rent  is  not  necessarily  an  incident  to 
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the  reversion,  so  that  it  cannot  by  the  acts  or  agreements  of  the  parties 
be  separated  from  it.  In  a  general  grant  of  the  reversion,  the  rent  will 
pass  as  incident  to  it.  Burden  v.  Thayer,  3  Met.  76.  But  the  rever- 
sion may  be  granted  and  the  rent  reserved,  or  the  rent  may  be  assigned, 
reserving  the  reversion,  if  such  is  the  intention  of  the  parties  as  ex- 
pressed in  the  words  the}'  use.  Lord  Coke  says  that  fealty  is  an  inci- 
dent inseparably  annexed  to  the  reversion,  and  the  donor  or  lessor 
cannot  grant  the  reversion  and  save  to  himself  the  fealty ;  but  the  rent 
he  ma}"  except,  because  the  rent,  though  it  be  an  incident,  yet  is  not 
inseparably  incident.  Co.  Lit.  143  a,  151  b;  3  Cruise  Dig.  337  ;  Dem- 
arest  \.  Willard,  8  Cow.  206.  Heyer  Brothers  therefore  could  have 
granted  their  reversion,  or  surrendered  it  to  the  plaintiff  and  reserved 
the  rent  accruing  upon  the  underleases.  In  such  a  case,  their  relations 
to  the  sub-lessees  would  not  be  changed  by  the  grant  or  surrender  of 
the  reversion,  and  they  could  have  recovered  rent  of  this  defendant 
upon  the  covenants  of  its  lease.  Having  that  estate  reserved  in  the 
premises,  they  could  have  assigned  it  to  a  third  party  or  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  assignment  would  have  been  good,  and  the  defendant  would 
have  been  bound  to  pa}'  to  the  assignee  rent  for  the  estate  held  under 
its  lease.  This  form  of  proceeding  was  not  adopted  by  the  parties,  but 
the  same  result  was  accomplished.  As  the  assignments  were  simul- 
taneous with  the  surrender,  Heyer  Brothers  did  not  in  terms  reserve  the 
rent  to  themselves,  but  the  plaintiff  accepted  the  surrender  in  consider- 
ation of  the  assignment,  with  the  express  stipulation  that  it  should  not 
prejudice  the  underleases  assigned  to  him  ;  that  is,  should  not  invali- 
date the  assignment,  or  affect  the  rights  of  the  parties  holding  the 
leases. 

The  case  is  not  presented,  what  would  be  the  rights  of  Heyer 
Brothers  against  this  defendant ;  or  what  would  be  the  rights  of  the 
plaintiff,  if  he  had  not  taken  an  assignment  of  the  underleases,  and  had 
accepted  a  surrender  without  qualification.  The  two  cases  of  Grundin 
v.  Carter,  99  Mass.  15,  and  Webb  v.  Russell,  3  T.  R.  393,  relied  on  in 
support  of  the  proposition  of  the  defendant,  have  no  application  to  the 
facts  here  presented.  Exceptions  overruled. 
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HOEVELER  v.  FLEMING. 
SUPREME  COURT  OF  PENNSYLVANIA.     1879. 

[Reported  91  Pa.  322.] 

BEFORE  SHARSWOOD,  C.  J.,  MERCUR,  GORDON,  PAXSON,  TRUNKEY,  and 
STERRETT,  JJ.  GREEN,  J.,  absent. 

Error  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  No.  1,  of  Allegheny  county: 
Of  October  and  November  Term,  1879,  No.  146. 

Debt  by  Elizabeth  Hoeveler  against  William  Fleming  &  Co.,  to 
recover  a  quarter's  rent. 

In  April,  1873,  the  plaintiff  demised  to  the  defendants  for  the  term 
of  five  years,  the  rent  payable  quarterly,  a  building  in  the  city  of  Pitts- 
burgh. The  lease  contained  the  usual  covenants.  The  defendants 
agreed  that  they  would  make  all  alterations  and  repairs  at  their  own 
cost,  except  such  ordinary  repairs  as  would  make  the  building  tenant- 
able.  The}"  also  covenanted  to  deliver  up  the  premises  at  the  end  of 
their  time  in  good  and  sufficient  repair,  "  reasonable  wear  and  tear  and 
accidents  by  fire  excepted."  In  March,  1877,  the  premises  were  so 
injured  by  fire  that  they  were  untenantable,  and  defendants  vacated 
them.  The  insurance  company  in  which  the  property  was  insured,  with 
the  assent  of  the  plaintiff  and  without  objection  from  defendants,  em- 
ployed a  contractor  to  make  the  repairs,  and  the  key  was  delivered  to 
him.  On  account  of  these  repairs  the  building  was  not  in  a  condition 
for  occupancy  until  August,  1877,  when  the  defendants  declining  to 
again  occup}-  the  premises,  and  refusing  to  pay  the  rent  for  the  quarter 
during  which  the  repairs  were  being  made,  this  action  was  brought  to 
recover  it. 

At  the  trial  before  Collier,  J. ,  the  plaintiff  asked  the  court  to  charge 
that  the  evidence  was  not  sufficient  to  warrant  the  jury  in  finding  an 
eviction ;  that  when  the  insurance  company,  with  the  assent  of  the 
plaintiff  and  without  objection  from  defendants,  proceeded  to  repair,  the 
rent  was  not  thereby  suspended,  and  that  even  if  plaintiff  had  ordered 
the  repairs,  the  defendants  would  not  be  released  ;  all  of  which  the  court 
refused. 

The  defendants  submitted  the  following  point,  to  which  is  appended 
the  answer  of  the  court :  — 

If  the  plaintiff,  under  the  provisions  of  her  contract  of  insurance, 
directed  the  insurance  companies  to  proceed  to  rebuild  or  repair  the 
premises,  and  the  insurance  companies  did  so  proceed  and  occupy  the 
premises  during  the  three  months  for  which  suit  is  brought,  the  plaintiff 
is  estopped  from  recover)"  in  this  action. 

Ans.     ';  Affirmed,  if  you  believe  the  entry  by  the  contractor  was 
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without  the  consent  of  defendants,  and  that  the  repairs  made  were  more 
than  the  usual,  ordinary,  and  necessary  repairs." 

Verdict  for  defendants,  when  plaintiff  took  this  writ  and  alleged  that 
the  court  erred  in  charging  as  above. 

H.  and  G.  C.  Burgwin,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

J.  JSrastus  McKelvy  and  Thomas  M.  Marshall,  for  defendants  in 
error. 

MR.  JUSTICE  PAXSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  November  3, 
1879. 

It  is  settled  by  a  current  of  authority  that  an  eviction  of  a  tenant  by 
the  landlord  of  demised  premises  suspends  the  rent.  The  reason  of  this 
rule  is  well  stated  by  Baron  Gilbert  in  his  Treatise  on  Rents,  at  page 
145  :  "A  rent  is  something  given  b}-  way  of  retribution  to  the  lessor, 
for  the  land  demised  by  him  to  the  tenant,  and  consequently  the  lessor's 
title  to  the  rent  is  founded  upon  this :  that  the  land  demised  is  enjoyed 
by  the  tenant  during  the  term  included  in  the  contract ;  for  the  tenant 
can  make  no  return  for  a  thing  he  has  not.  If,  therefore,  the  tenant  be 
deprived  of  the  thing  letteu,  the  obligation  to  pay  rent  ceases,  because 
such  obligation  has  its  force  onh-  from  the  consideration,  which  was  the 
enjoyment  of  the  thing  demised." 

The  modern  doctrine  as  to  what  constitutes  an  eviction  is,  that  actual 
physical  expulsion  is  not  necessary,  but  any  interference  with  the  ten- 
ant's beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  demised  premises  will  amount  to  an 
eviction  in  law.  Thus  in  Doran  v.  Chase,  2  W.  N.  C.  609,  this  court 
affirmed  the  ruling  of  the  court  below,  that  "A  landlord's  refusal  to 
allow  an  under-tenant  to  enter  the  premises,  under  threats  of  suit, 
•whereby  the  lessee  is  deprived  of  underletting,  is  such  an  interruption 
of  the  latter's  rights  as  amounts  to  an  eviction."  So  an  eviction  of  the 
lessee  from  am'  part  of  the  demised  premises  will  suspend  accruing 
rent.  Linton  v.  Hart,  1  Casey,  193.  If  the  landlord  claim  and  use 
certain  privileges  upon  the  demised  premises,  against  the  tenant's  con- 
sent, he  must  show  a  reservation  of  them,  or  the  rent  is  suspended. 
Vaughan  v.  JBlanchard,  4  Dall.  124.  And  I  apprehend  there  might 
be  a  legal  eviction  by  confining  the  tenant  to  the  demised  premises,  as 
by  closing  up  a  wa\'  which  was  his  only  means  of  egress  and  ingress. 
Airy  act  of  the  landlord  which  deprives  the  tenant  of  that  beneficial 
enjoyment  of  the  premises  to  which  he  is  entitled  under  the  lease,  will 
amount  in  law  to  an  eviction  and  suspend  the  rent. 

How  far  the  entry  of  the  landlord  to  make  repairs  will  work  an  evic- 
tion must  depend,  to  some  extent,  upon  the  circumstances  of  each  par- 
ticular case.  When  the  landlord  is  bound  by  the  lease  to  make  repairs, 
and  the  repairs  are  merely  such  as  are  required  by  ordinary  wear  and 
tear,  no  difficult}*  is  likely  to  arise.  And  where  he  is  not  bound  to  do 
so,  but  makes  them  for  the  benefit  of  the  property  and  the  convenience 
of  the  tenant,  the  dangers  of  a  contest  are  equally  remote,  as  tenants 
are  more  willing,  as  a  general  rule,  to  have  the  property  put  in  order 
than  landlords  are  to  incur  the  expenditure.  In  Pier  v.  Carr,  19  P.  F. 
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Smith,  326,  where  the  tenant  had  been  sold  out  by  a  constable,  under  a 
warrant  for  taxes,  and  after  the  sale,  the  constable  had  delivered  the 
key  to  the  landlord,  who  put  a  bill  "  To  Let"  upon  the  premises,  and 
proceeded  to  have  some  slight  repairs  made,  it  was  held  there  was  no 
eviction. 

Where,  however,  the  repairs  are  not  ordinary,  but  are  of  a  character 
to  deprive  the  tenant  of  all  beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  premises,  or  at 
least  seriously  interrupt  it  while  the  repairs  are  in  progress,  we  have  a 
question  presented  of  a  different  character.  The  case  in  hand  comes 
within  this  class.  The  lease  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  was  in 
the  usual  form,  with  the  ordinary  covenants  for  the  payment  of  rent. 
The  tenants  were  to  deliver  up  the  possession  at  the  end  of  the  term, 
"  in  good  and  sufficient  repair  as  when  received,  reasonable  wear  and 
tear  and  accidents  by  fire  excepbed."  The  tenants  were  to  have  the 
right  to  make  certain  specified  alterations,  with  the  stipulation  that  all 
alterations  and  repairs  were  to  be  made  at  their  own  cost,  "  excepting 
such  ordinar}'  repairs  as  will  make  the  house  tenantable."  During  the 
term  the  demised  premises  were  partially  destro}'ed  by  fire.  The  third 
story  was  burned,  and  a  considerable  portion  of  the  second  story.  It  was 
conceded  the  fire  rendered  the  premises  untenantable,  and  that  defend- 
ants moved  out.  The  plaintiff  had  an  insurance  upon  the  building  and 
refused  the  settlement  offered  by  the  insurance  company.  Thereupon 
the  company  took  possession  for  the  purpose  of  rebuilding,  and  through 
their  contractor  retained  the  possession  from  some  time  in  April  until 
about  the  middle  of  August.  The  repairs  were  necessarily  extensive  ; 
a  division  wall  between  the  demised  premises  and  the  adjoining  build- 
ing, belonging  to  the  plaintiff',  was  so  far  injured  as  to  require  it  to  be 
taken  down  and  rebuilt.  The  plaintiff  was  upon  the  premises  from  time 
to  time,  and  gave  directions  as  to  the  repairs.  The  present  action  was 
for  a  quarter's  rent,  during  the  progress  of  the  repairs. 

There  is  no  evidence  that  the  defendants  assented  to  the  occupation 
of  the  premises  for  the  purpose  of  rebuilding.  It  is  clear  that  by  the 
terms  of  the  lease  the  defendants  were  not  obliged  to  rebuild.  Acci- 
dents by  fire  were  expressly  excepted.  And  I  have  as  little  doubt  they 
would  have  been  responsible  for  the  rent  during  the  term  if  the  plaintiff 
had  been  content  to  let  the  building  stand  roofless  and  scarred  by  fire 
during  that  period.  The  lease  contained  no  exoneration  from  the  rent 
in  case  of  fire.  But  the  plaintiff,  or  the  insurance  company  for  her, 
proceeded  to  rebuild,  —  wisely  perhaps,  as  the  injury  to  the  dismantled 
building  from  the  storms  would  have  been  greater  than  any  probable 
loss  of  rent.  Having  proceeded  to  rebuild,  for  her  own  interests  quite 
as  much  as  for  the  convenience  of  the  tenants,  and  having  thereby  taken 
the  possession  of  the  demised  premises  to  their  entire  exclusion,  without 
request  or  even  assent  on  their  part,  can  she  hold  them  for  the  rent? 
In  the  somewhat  quaint  language  of  Baron  Gilbert,  "  The  tenant  can 
make  no  return  for  the  thing  he  has  not "  In  Magaw  v.  Lambert, 
3  Barr,  444,  it  was  held  that  "  if  a  landlord  take  possession  of  the  ruins 
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of  bis  premises  destroyed  by  fire  for  the  purpose  of  rebuilding,  without 
the  consent  of  his  tenant,  it  is  an  eviction ;  if  with  his  assent,  it  is  a 
rescission  of  the  lease,  and  in  either  case  the  rent  is  suspended."  I  am 
unable  to  see  any  substantial  distinction  between  that  case  and  the  one 
in  hand.  It  is  true  there  was  a  total  destruction  of  the  property  in 
Magaw  v.  Lambert,  and  only  a  partial  destruction  here.  But  the  pnr- 
tial  destruction  was  so  great  that  the  tenant  had  to  move.  A  total 
destruction  could  have  done  no  more.  But  it  is  said  here  that  the  land- 
lord was  bound  to  repair.  I  do  not  so  understand  it.  Aside  from  the 
lease,  there  was  no  duty  upon  her  to  do  so,  and  the  lease  did  not  impose 
any.  In  no  part  of  it  does  the  plaintiff  covenant  to  repair.  The  most 
that  can  be  gathered  from  it  is  an  implication  that  the  defendants  were 
to  be  allowed  the  cost  of  ordinary  repairs  if  they  saw  proper  to  make 
them.  Certainly  all  other  repairs  and  alterations  were  to  be  at  their 
own  expense.  We  are  of  opinion  that  Magaw  v.  Lambert  rules  this 
case.  Judgment  affirmed. 
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